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1. EPA’S POLLUTION PREVENTION
APPROACH

The Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 estab-
lishes pollution prevention as national policy. The
Act sets forth a formal legislative charter for the
Agency to establish programs to promote pollution
prevention. Inthe Act, Congress “declares itto be
the national policy of the United States that pollution
should be prevented or reduced at the source when-
ever feasible; poliution that cannot be prevented
should be recycled in an environmentally safe
manner, whenever feasible; pollution that cannot
be prevented or recycled should be treated in an
environmentally safe manner whenever feasible;
and disposal or other release into the environment
should be employed only as alast resort and should
be conducted in an environmentally safe manner.”
Through this statement, the Act establishes the
pollution prevention *hierarchy.” The Agency
will, to the extent possible, encourage practices
which shift activities upward within the hierarchy,
with source reduction as the most preferred option.

For clarity within the pollution prevention
hierarchy, EPA has defined strict “pollution pre-
vention” as the use of processes, products or prac-
tices that reduce or eliminate the generation of
pollutants and wastes, including those that protect
natural resources through conservation or more
efficient utilization. Pollution prevention can be
achieved by reducing reliance on toxic raw mate-
rials, by changing processes through increasing
efficiency, and by changing outputs.

The Municipal Water Pollution Prevention
(MWPP) program encourages municipalities to
apply elements of the pollution prevention hierar-
chy. Publicly owned treatment works (POTWs)
not only discharge wastewater, but may contribute
1o the releases of various air emissions and solid

waste streams as a resuit of their activities and the
activities of their indirect dischargers. MWPP
may also play a valuable partin addressing releases
of various air emissions and solid waste streams.
There are additional opportunities to achieve pol-
lution prevention through industrial source re-
duction under the pretreatment program.

II. MUNICIPAL WATER POLLUTION
PREVENTION

The vast majority of Americans today are
enjoying the benefits of clean water. Since passage
of the Clean Water Act (CWA) in 1972, federal,
State and local governments have produced real
improvements in water quality. Consequently,
capital investments, supported by effective en-
forcement activities, have resulted in 90 percent of
the nation’s major POTWs being capable of meet-
ing permit limits. We must now maintain this
significant and valuable investment to ensure con-
tinued environmental health, water quality, and
economic well-being for future generations. As
EPA, the States, and local governments address
new challenges in the areas of municipal growth
and newly regulated pollutants, we must also en-
sure a viable wastewater treatment infrastructure.

EPA will promote municipal water pollution
prevention by supporting and encouraging States
to develop programs that provide for the imple-
mentation of a variety of pollution prevention
activities and maintain municipal wastewater
treatment facility permit compliance. This repre-
sents a significant shift from current practices by
stressing a preventive approach to water pollution
abatement rather than one of remedial action. The
program is directed at preventing pollution from
both influent to the POTW and through activities
at the plant.

Successful State MWPP programs should
include:

MWPP Program
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+ a mechanism for routine assessments of the
compliance status of POTWSs. Such a mecha-
nism often includes an early waming system
based on periodic self-audits and quantitative
techniques for assessing the condition of mu-
nicipal wastewater treatment systems.

« areporting process on the capability of POTWs
to sustain compliance.

» a process for identifying, implementing, and
tracking corrective actions to prevent pollu-
tion and maintain compliance.

« a program that will encourage POTWs 10
develop pollution prevention projects; for ex-
ample, loadings reduction projects and energy
and water conservation projects for household
dischargers might be promoted.

The MWPP program applies primarily to
POTWs that have the physical capability to com-
ply with their NPDES permit requirements. While
these facilities must continue 10 meet all compli-
ance deadlines, they may also begin to consider
pollution prevention opportunities. EPA will
continue to take vigorous enforcement action
against POTWs violating their NPDES pemit
limits. For facilities under the MWPP program,
compliance with MWPP reporting requirements
and preventive measures will be stressed.

To implement successful MWPP programs,
EPA will work jointly with States and municipali-
ties to adopt pollution prevention programs that
attain the following objectives:

 preventing violations of wastewater permit
requirements and maintain high POTW com-
pliance rates;

- maximizing the useful lives of POTWs by
encouraging preventive approaches such as
improved operation and maintenance, appro-
priate pricing, financial management and ac-
counting practices, and reduced wastewater
flows and loading; and

« ensuring timely planning and financing for
future needs and economic growth priorto the
occurrence of wastewater permit violations.

EPA recognizes that constructing adequate
wastewater treatment facilities is not sufficient.
MWPP programs should consider residential and
industrial programs designed to reduce flow and
loadings, which, intum, reducec energy and decrease
demand for capacity. This approach, as well asthe
recycling and beneficial use of sludge, is already
being undertaken in several communities across
the nation. Early problem identification, through
strategies based on pollution prevention, can sub-
stantially contribute to preserving our infrastruc-
ture and protecting our water quality in a cost
effective manner.

Syans. 5. () Ieke.

vana S. Wilcher
Assistant Administrator for Water
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L. INTRODUCTION

Since the enactment of the 1972 Amendments
to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, more
than $73 billion in federal, State, and local funds
have been invested in the construction of munici-
pal wastewater treatment facilities. Moreover,
under the Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) National Municipal Policy, important strides
have been made to improve the ability of munici-
palities to comply with Clean Water Act permit
requirements. As a result of the large capital
investments and the National Municipal Policy,
the quality of our nation's municipal water pollu-
tion control infrastructure has significantly im-
proved.

EPA s recent Needs Survey shows that, using
current approaches, as the population grows and
current treatment systems deteriorate more than
$80 billion in additional funds will be needed over
the next 20 years to keep pace with the need for
refurbishment and construction of additional fa-
cilities. Billions of dollars more will be necessary
for newly emerging needs associated with sludge
handling, stormwater, combined seweroverflows,
toxics, and groundwater protection.

EPA believes that the most effective and equi-
table means of assuring viability of this infrastruc-
ture is through environmentally preferred pollu-
tion prevention approaches especially through ap-
plication of Municipal Water Pollution Prevention
(MWPP). These approaches may enhance worker
saftey, improve the usability of sludge, increase
the ability for local community expansion, and
reduce operation and compliance costs.

Pollution prevention can reduce the need for
substantial capital investment in new infrastructure
by emphasizing source reduction at the facility,
not increases in the size and complexity of the
treatrnent works.

In the context of the significant investment
which has been made in the municipal wastewater

treatment infrastructure over the last 20 ycars and
the planned termination of federal financial assis-
tance after 1994, therc is a strong concem and
interest that:

« the quality of the infrastructure be maintained,;
« facilities not be allowed to deteriorate;
» municipal compliance rates remain high; and

» degradation of water quality be reduced or
eliminated.

To address these concemns, EPA has em-
barked on a cooperative effort in partnership with
the States to promote State-based MWPP pro-
grams. States will have the flexibility to determine
whether to implement such a program and how 10
design their programs.

As the federal govemment’s role in funding
for construction grants ends, there is both a nced
for and an opportunity to develop new strategies
which enhance and complement significant gains
made by this investment in our wastewater treat-
ment infrastructure. The primary goal is the
adoption of pollution prevention measures tomeet
the expanding demands and extend the life of
existing facilities.

State-based municipal pollution prevention
programs focus attention on a series of actions to
prevent pollution in advance rather than taking
more expensive corrective actions. MWPP en-
courages resource conservation to reduce water
and energy use, appropriate pricing, toxicity re-
ductions at the source, BOD reductions, recy-
cling, proper treatment of wastes, and beneficial
uses of sludge. Toward this end, States should be
concerned with:

» assessing the operations and physical capa-
bilities of municipal wastewater facilities on
aregular basis to determine their capability to
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meet treatment requirements both currently
and into the future.

» monitoring a series of early warning indicators
whichidentify emerging problems before they
occur.

» receiving reports on the performance of mu-
nicipal pollution prevention programs on a
regular basis so that necessary adjustments
can be made.

» encouraging municipalities to take actionlong
before problems occur by holding municipali-
ties accountable for the implementation of
necessary preventive measures.

» designing mechanisms and enforceable tools
al the State level so that such programs are
adopted throughout the State.

« providing necessary technical assistance by
the State and EPA to help get these programs
established and to help municipalities assess
the condition of their facilities and undertake
preventive actions on a regular and recurring
basis.

BENEFITS OF MWPP PROGRAMS

MWPP is an improved approach to managing
and regulating municipal sewage treatment facili-
ties. An aggressive, anticipatory approach has
potential benefits for everyone with a responsibil-
ity for such facilities.

Local C "

For the operator of a treatment plant, a periodic
assessment of the status of the plant against explicit
criteria yields important information which helps
the operator look for new opportunities to encour-
age pollution prevention, to diagnose emerging
problems and to design actions to deal with them.
A requirement for the responsible local officials to
review and approve a systematic report provides

an opportunity for the opcrator to brief the officials
on the status of the facility and to bring
recommended corrective actions to their atten-
tion.

The local decision-maker benefits from a
greater understanding of the publicly owned
treatment work (POTW) and its role serving the
community. Early waming about future needs
allows the local official to plan ahead to avoid
such expenditures or to plan for and rank capital
needs. Periodic information also enables local
decision-makers to factor prevention and/or in-
frastructure investment considerations into any
economic and population growth plans or devel-
opmental strategies the community may have.
Finally, sound operationof the facility contributes
to the quality of life in the community through
improvements in health, aesthetics and rccre-
ational opportunities.

State giggvgmmgnm

MWPP will assist States in meeting their
waterquality objectives and prove to be a powerful
tool for maintaining high compliance rates. To
the extent that the useful life of facilities can be
extended through prevention, flow reduction, and
sound maintenance ormore efficient use of existing
capacity, future capital needs to finance the re-
placement of current plants may be reduced or
deferred.

1 Gov n
Many of the benefits listed above are benefits

to the federal government as well since it shares
the same objectives. This is especially true in

- States where EPA is responsible for administer-

ing the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) program.

MWPP will contribute to the protection of the
federal investment in municipal sewage treatment
facilities. It also serves a major Agency priority,
pollution prevention, in two important ways. First,
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preventive actions may often include appropriate
water pricing, upstream water conservation, tox-
icity and BOD reduction, or infiltration/inflow
control measures that could reduce or defer facil-
ity needs. Second, contaminants are prevented
from being discharged to receiving waters. Since
planning and constructing facilities often takes
years, a preventive approach avoids years of dis-
charges above environmentally desirable levels
while the necessary improvements are putinplace.

EPA/STATE MEETINGS/WORKSHOPS

In FY 1989, EPA conducted two meetings
with State and Regional representativesto discuss
MWPP program development. Atthesemeetings,
EPA and the State representatives concluded that:

* MWPP programs should contain some type of
early waming system and a rating system to
identify POTWs with potential problems.

« MWPP programs should cover all effluent
limits and consider the entire sewer system,
not just the treatment works.

 Municipalities should plan for future finan-
cial conditions.

EPA decided as a result of these meetings to
conduct joint workshops with the States. In an
attempt toinclude all the Regions and Statesinthe
decision-making process, EPA held four Regional/
State workshops on the MWPP program between
November 1989 and January 1990in Kansas City,
Missouri; Windsor Locks, Connecticut; Charlotte,
North Carolina; and Denver, Colorado. The key
findings and a detailed summary of the workshops
are contained in Appendix A.

HISTORY OF THE MWPP CONCEPT

The concept of developing programs to main-
1ain POTW compliance was first identified atthe
State level. Asillustrated in the descriptions of a
few of the existing or piloted programs , MWPP

approaches are varied (see Appendix B for de-
tailed descriptions of the Wisconsin, New Mexico
and Texas programs). Programs need to be flex-
ible so they can be tailored to the specific needs of
the State and municipalities. A sound MWPP
program that achieves desired effects need not
necessarily encompass all aspects recommended
in this guidance.

The Wisconsin MWPP program was devel-
oped over a five year period with direct involve-
ment of those most affected by the program in-
cluding municipal govemment officials and POTW
operators. Thisresulted inacomprehensive, widely
supported program with an early waming system
to identify potential problems prior to noncom-
pliance. In addition, the Wisconsin program's
planning aspects have in some cases extended to
targeting recruitment of specific industries to
maximize use and capabilities of local POTWs.

Concurrently, other pollution prevention ac-
tivities were beginning at EPA. EPA encouraged
a new emphasis on pollution prevention. EPA
began 1o study ongoing pollution prevention ef-
forts by States, local govemments and industries.
The Agency observed that some citics, like
Hayward and San Leandro in Califomia, focused
on working with existing industries to promote
source reduction. Seven POTWs in North Caro-
lina provide on-site pollution prevention technical
assistance to industrial dischargers to the POTWs.
In Suffolk County, New York the POTW requires
businesses to identify pollution prevention tech-
niques that could be employed when applying for
a wastewater discharge permit. In some of these
cases, waste streams were altered or eliminated
resulting in decreased monitoring and reporting
COSIS.

II. PROGRAM COMPONENTS AND
OPTIONS

Effective and successful State-based munici-
pal pollution prevention programs include several
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components. This section explains these compo-
nents and provides options and procedural factors
for States to consider in developing their MWPP
programs.

EARLY WARNING SYSTEMS

A common factor leading to noncompliance
is the failure of a community to adequately plan to
meet existing and future needs, either through
prevention-based programs or throughtimely con-
struction of new or expanded facilities.

A major component of any MWPP program
should be the assessment on a regular basis of the
operational and physical capabilities, and finan-
cial status of the wastewater treatment infrastruc-
ture. Systems may be developed which require
municipalities to report performance against a
series of indicators and parameters which can
identify pollution prevention opportunities and
provide early wamning of potential future pollution
orcompliance problems. Anearly waming system
will enable States and municipalities to identify
problems early and allow municipalities to take
appropriate corrective action before violations oc-
cur.

The precise form of an early waming system
can vary from State to State depending upon the
availability of resources and each State’s program
implementation philosophy. There are a number
of potential early wamning criteria from which a
State might select indicators. The following is a
list of indicators that should be considered in the
development of the MWPP early warning system.
However, this list is not exhaustive. EPA urges
States to consider including multiple indicators to
identify problems.

* Influent actual flow versus influent design
flow: detects potential for future hydraulic
overloading of the system; overloading is usu-
ally caused by excessive stormwater runoff or
extensive growth.

* Actual BOD, loading versus BOD; design
loading: detects potential for future organic
overloading of the system; overloading is usu-
ally caused by municipal and industrial growth.

* Potential for community and industrial growth:
anticipates future residential and industrial
pretreatment problems with hydraulic, toxic
and organic loading.

o Number of overflows and bypasses of the
system: anticipates problems with surface
water quality due to untrcated wastewater by-
passing the system; usually caused by heavy
rainfall or snowmelt or equipment failure.

» Operator training and certification practices:
anticipates potential operation problems due
to improperly trained personnel.

* Sludge storage and disposal capacity: antici-
pates future capacity shortages of sludge stor-
age and disposal.

» Facility age: anticipates future maintenance
problems due to an aging facility.

* Effluent quality versus permit limits: analyzes
past violations of effluent limits and indicates
the existence of treatment efficiency and op-
eration problems.

*New requirements: anticipates the impact of
changed standards or permit modifications for
toxic discharges, sludge and combined sewer
overflows.

« Financial status of the facility: anticipates the
facility’s fiscal ability, both now and in the
future, to maintain, make improvements or
expand the wastewater treatment system, in-
cluding areview ofthe adequacy of the facility’s
user charge, water pricing policies and cost
accounting systems.
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A State might elect to monitor any number of
these or other indicators, depending upon the fea-
sible and desired level of detail. Generally, the
greater the number of indicators selected for moni-

- toring the more likely that the early waming sys-
tem will detect a potential problem.

For some States, selecting a large number of
indicators may not be feasible because of the size
of the State and number of POTWs. Insuch cases,
the States may choose to evaluate POTWs based
on a few indicators or criteria. For example, If a
treatment facility consistently operates very near
its design capacity, it is likely that the system will

be both hydrauhcal]y and organically overloaded

nAd that ¢tha fanilits n trantmant affiaiannry and
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effluent quality will be negatively affected.
Therefore, comparison of the actual flow through
a treatment system versus the design flow or per-
mitted flow of the system is an appropriate indica-
tor, although not necessarily the only appropriate
indicator, of the overall potential for future com-

nliance problems.
}lll“' AW ylvulvlll

In addition to selecting a set of in
State should determine how it wxl] evaluate the
information generated by the indicators. The
evaluation procedure may consist of a point sys-
tem that produces a score for each facility based
upon the selected indicators. Altematively, a State

might establish thresholds for an indicator and

avnhiata tha farility hacad yinnan whathar ar nnt it
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exceeds the thresholds.

For whichever system it uses the State should
define “trigger points™ that require some action by
the State, municipality, and facility. The Statemay
have a system of escalating responses as a facility

reachec increasing noint totals or surnasses thresh-
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old levels. Finally, the point system or threshold
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and address the problems at potentially trouble-
some facilities on a case by case basis.

Three possible options for structuring an early
waming system are presented below. The firsttwo

options involve using a point system to evaluate a
set of early wamning indicators; the third option
involves using a threshold criterion to cvaluatc a
single indicator.

pct‘nlnh no Rncmn(;

o
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An eifective meihod of evaluating a set of
early warning indicators is 1o assign a point scale
to each indicator and to add the points for each
indicator at a facility to obtain a total score for the
facility. The number of possible points assigned to
aparticularindicator would depend uponthe State's

alllellidl 11idivall) LRI LYY Nonall

assessment of that indicator’s impontance.

A State may also decide to cstablish a system
of possible responses to the carly waming indica-
torscores. Thelevcl of State action should increase
as a facility’s indicator point total increases. State
responses should range from “no action” for low
point totals to “formal enforcement” for high point

tntalc Qtata tarhniral accictansa and reaniremon
UtdiS. s rais (VLU addSidStatlive aniu ivyuii ements

for planning and implementing facility improve-
menis and capacity expansion would be triggercd
with median range point totals.

The State of Wisconsin has adopted the above
approachto evaluating indicators and determining
the annmnn atelevel of State 1 response. Wisconsin

has three levels of response for three different

roamoean MANSOOATL Arrdanficra ot e
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the facility owner is voluntary at the lowest point
range. The State recommends operational and
needs reviews for facilities with middle range
scores and requires reviews and action plans for
high scoring facilities.

Some States may choose to use a point system
with the earily waming indicators as an initial
screening tool for identifying facilities with po-
{ential problems. A review board then identifies

o
to
]
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those facilities in need of individual assistance and
determines the proper course of State action.

The State of New Mexico took this approachin
evaluating data generated from its early warning
system. The State was able to take this highly
individualized approach due to the relatively small
number of facilities evaluated.

Option3: Few Criteria/Threshold E tence/
Escalating Response

States with alarge universe of treatment facili-
ties might choose to base their early warning
systems on a few criteria such as effluent flow
versus design flow, facility age and new require-
ments (see Chapterl, page4). Forexample, a State
choosing this structure establishes increasing
threshold values for effluent flow based upon
specified percentages of the system s design flow.
If a treatment facility exceeds the initial threshold,
the State might respond with a recommendation
that the facility examine prevention-based strate-
gies, define its future capacity needs, and assess
cost effective options. At the median threshold
level, the State might require that the facility ini-
tiate planning for appropriate water pricing, water
conservation, toxicity reduction at the source, BOD
reduction, or other prevention-based measures.
Should suchapproaches be inadequate, plans could
then be made for facility expansion and improve-
ment. When the facility reaches the highest thresh-
old, the States might require that the facility begin
implementing its plan.

The State of Texas has adopted an early wam-
ing system based on an escalating response. When
flow measurements at a treatment facility reach 75
percent of its permitted flow for three consecutive
months, Texas responds with alettertothe permittee
requiring initiation of engineering and financial
planning for necessary facility expansion and im-
provement. At 90 percent of the permitted flow,
the permittee is required to obtain the necessary
authorization from the Texas Water Commission
to begin construction.

REPORTING MECHANISMS

The value of an early waming system is en-
hanced if the results are formally and routinely
reported to the local governmental decision-mak-
ers and the State so that proper planning and
corrective actions occur. The choice of areporting
mechanism will depend upon the type of carly
wamning system and evaluation approach taken.
For example, early wamning information may be
formally submitted in a report, taken from existing
data reports, or collected directly by the State.
These three options for reporting mechanisms are
discussed below.

f-Audit R ing Form

A State that has developed a set of indicators
covering several aspects of treatment facility op-
erations might develop a special reporting form for
recording indicator measurements and scoring the
facility on the basis of these measurements. This
type of form may require self-reporting by the
facility operators. The form should be reviewed by
the facility owner or the municipality before being
submitted to the State.

The State of Wisconsin uses a reporting form
for its early waming system. Facility operators
report information relevant to the early waming
indicators and use this information to score their
facilities. They also subjectively answer self-
evaluative information about the operations and
financial statusof their facilities. Afterthe operator
completes the form, the facility owner reviews it
and, based upon the scores, lists the steps it will
take to maintain compliance at the facility.

Thelocal officials must file a certification with
the report that acknowledges the findings and
specifies, if appropriate, cost effective corrective
actions. This process forces the responsible offi-
cials to become aware of the status of the facility
and to commit to the necessary corrective actions.
The benefit of this approach is that local decision-

Page 6



ust participate in determining what ac-

=T = = _' r-

tion needs to be taken as opposed to being told by
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Self-audit reporting forms are most suitable
for State programs that choose a comprehensive
set of indicators, when the desired information is
routinely available to the State. Financial status,
for example, is not now typically reported to the
State. At the same time, such reports imply some
additional work for State staff since the reports
have to be reviewed and evaluated.

Option 2: Existing Data

States evaluating a few indicators, including
effluent flow rate, may be able to use existing data
to monitor facilities. For example, facilities are
required to submit discharge monitoring reports
{DMRs) in which they report their effluent flow
rates. States could collect the information from
DMRs pertinent to the early waming evaluation

and make comparisons. The State of Texas uses

Ul"l.l\b 1w LULICLL munuuy llUW 141lC llllUlHlduU]l IUI
facilities in that State.

Reliance on existing data has some advan-
tages: (1) it creates no new reporting burdens for
the operator; {2) the repors can be automated,

thereby reducing State workload; and (3) the
“irigger poinis™ can be built into the auiomated
system, thereby simplifying the evaluation pro-
cess. A program relying on a single indicator is,
however, less comprehensive since no single in-
dicator is a good surrogate for all the potential

nmblems
re
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State inspections might be an appropriate
technique forinformation collectionin some States.
Inspections are particularly beneficial if they are

daciemad ac comnrehensive assessments of treat-
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ment facility operations and used to supplement
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tions allow the State to have a great deal of control

over the quality of information used to cvaluate 2

facxhty, but they also require more resources. Lim-
ited time, money, and manpower may preveni
States from Jelying upon State inspections as the
sole approach to collecting the necessary informa-
tion for early waming evaluation of treatment

facilities.

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AND PROGRAM

RAANAMNDRAMDAVT
AVALAINANTFILIVIILIN L

ive A

An effective State-based MWPP program cs-
tablishes a set of processes to ensure that, once an
emerging problem is identified, appropriatc cost
effective correciive actions are selecied and carried
out in a timely fashion. The facility operator and/
or the entity responsible for it should bear an
enforceable obligation to identify and take cor-
rective action. There are several steps in the
rnrnar'nw- Rf‘fl{\n nmgececs

LSV 9 i 8 Bl PV oS,

wanung system is a screening device, the facility
should undertake a more comprehensive analysis
of the potential problem. A formal analytical stcp
is less important in cases where a comprehensive
self-audit is required as the early waming systcm.
Second, since there are several possible solutions
to most nroblems. there should be an nnunn ge-

S RSSO A VLA Gy PEL WAL BSw

lection step where a course of action is chosen
based on pollution prevention poieniial and cosi
cffectiveness of altemnatives. This program en-
courages such decisions to be based on the pollu-
tion prevention hierarchy. For example, where
municipalities are approaching capacity limits,
theymay set specific goalsto reduce flow, loadings
and toxic discharges through source reduction and
closed loop recycling activities, eliminating the
need for facility expansion. Finally, the action
plan should be implemented on a timely basis.

First, since the carly

A significant element is the State’s role in
corrective actiong, At a minimum_ States should

SV TS S5V, Al Q 2222125232025303%,; Ay 230U

provide for a review and/or approval of proposed

corrective KLUUHS andirack the duchdLY of lﬂlplC'
mentation. Additionally, States should have the
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abi. y to enforce MWPP requirements through
Staic laws, regulations, pemmit conditions, etc.
The response to failure to report or to take correc-
tive action depends on the State MWPP imple-
mentation philosophy and may involve such steps
as publicity on recalcitrant facilities, letters re-
quiring information or the preparation and sub-
mission of facility plans, sewer moratoria, admin-
istrative orders requiring action, court actions,
cash penalties.

States should consider including MWPP in
their overall Enforcement Management System
with definitions of appropriate enforcement ac-
tions for various violations and escalation of
cnforcement responses in the face of continued
non-compliance. For example, delays in submit-
ting the annual report could be handled with a
warmning letter. A sewer connection ban may be
an appropriate response in the case of a facility
with capacity problems that has not adopted a
corrective action plan. Administrative orders
may be an appropriate response if major imple-
mentation milestones are not met. Obviously,
when untimely comrective action results in viola-
tion of effluent standards, the State may seek
penalties. States have already adopted enforce-
ment strategies for NPDES programs, and should
consider extending those strategies to cover
MWPP.

States should consider the role of technical
assistance to facilities needing corrective action.
New Mexico tested a program that was voluntary
for treatment facilities and relied entirely on in-
centives in the form of State assistance to per-
suade communities to participate. EPA, the States
and the private sector offer a host of technical
assistance programsto provide support to munici-
palities. These programs include operation and
maintenance, operator certification and training,
small community technology/financing, user
charge analysis, municipal technology transfer,
etc. In many States these programs have been
managed independently of one another. A well
cxecuted State MWPP program would integrate

these various programs to support common State
pollution prevention objectives. An integrated
review of these programs can aid in preventing
pollution and noncompliance and help minimize
the need for more costly enforcement 10 assurc
compliance.

Assistance to POTWs may also encompass
financial planning assistance and economic incen-
tives. For example, an innovative feature of one
existing State MWPP program is interest rate rc-
ductions on State Revolving Fund (SRF) loans to
POTWs with good compliance records. This
contrasts with providing funds to municipalities
with poor compliance histories based solely on
needs. These innovative incentives encourage
POTWstomaintaincompliance and create rewards
for exemplary conduct.

Management Tracking

An MWPP program should incorporale an
information and status tracking system for facili-
tiesincluded inthe scope of the program. Since the
implementation of some corrective actions may
take years, the system should have the ability to
track status for lengthy periods. Possible mile-
stones for tracking are:

» Performance against early waming system
indicators

» Timely receipt of reports

+ Timely review of reports

« Dispatch of notification to facility

« Review/approval of corrective action
+ Status of corrective action

» Completion of corrective action

States thatchoose to develop aset of indicators
and a self-auditing form for facilities may wish to
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establish a computerized data base for storing and
analyzing the incoming data from facilities. A
computerized tracking system can be especially
useful for large States or States that choose to
.monitor several indicators. Computerized track-
ing would also be useful when a data base contain-
ing the relevant information element already ex-
ists, suchas DMR data. Ifearly waming information
is tracked by computer, a computer program could
be easily created to automatically alert the State.

States that have a small universe of facilities
subject to the MWPP program and desire a more
individualized approach to addressing potential
compliance problems may choose to manually
track information. In New Mexico, a review
board, after an initial screening of potentially
troublesome facilities, recommends action on a
case by case basis. There is no formal automated
tracking system. This approach is less resource
intensive and may be appropriate for States with
fewer communities and a limited number of indi-
cators.

In any case, most States already have some
type of automated information system for munici-
pal facilities. When automated MWPP tracking
systems are desired, existing sysiems should be
evaluated to see if they can be adapted for MWPP

purposes.

Another aspect of tracking involves the dis-
semination of the information 1o the appropriate
State or external organizations thai can effectively
utilize the data generated. Withinthe State agency,
units that deal with compliance, outreach, operator
training, user charge reviews, etc. should be pro-
vided access to the data.

Program Evaluation

An integral component of any program is a
mechanism to evaluate whether the program is
achieving its stated objectives. States are urged 10
build the evaluation mechanism into their pro-
grams.

Quantifiable measurcs of progress are prefer-
able, although evaluations can be qualitative as
well. Some possible measures for the MWPP
program are:

» Trends in compliance rates

» Number of facilities identifying potential
problems

« Per cemt of facilities completing corrective
actions on schedule

» Compliance with MWPP requiremenis
 Appropriate environmental indicalors

Other possible measures may be activity indi-
cators, such as the number of facilitics assisted by
the State. Whatever measures are chosen, itis a
good practice to establish a base line from which
progress can be measured.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

There are other issues a State should consider
in developing its municipal pollution prevention
program:

Which Faciliti

States will need to decide whether all or only
some municipal facilities should be included in
State MWPP programs. One potential reason for
limiting participation is that large States with nu-
merous facilities may face resource constraints in
trying to apply the program to all their facilities.
Forexample, the program could be oriented towards
major facilities onthe assumption that malfunctions
al major facilities carry a greater risk to human
health and the environment. Conversely, small
communities could be targeted on the assumption
that these facilities have a greater need for evalu-
ation or assistance than the majors.
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The States of Wisconsin, Texas and New
Mexico have chosen to address all wastewater
treatment facilities under their respective programs.

Obtaining S

As they develop their programs, States should
consider the need to build support for the program.
For example, the State of Wisconsin invested
several years in the development of its program.
During this period, Wisconsin held 22 workshops
forelected officials, facility operators, public works
personnel and representatives of environmental
groups. It also established a 19-member advisory
committee which participated actively in shaping
the program. Wisconsin attributes the success of
its program to its careful developmental process.
At the other extreme, Texas, which tracks one
indicator through existing reporting mechanisms,
chose not to go through a similar process.

Some of the factors that may influence the
States’ investment in consultation and generating
supportinclude the complexity of the program, the
ncw burdens being placed on treatment facilities,
the extent of departures from existing procedures,
and the degree to which new requirements are
applied as part of the MWPP program.

HOI. FUNDING FOR MWPP
PROGRAMS

This sectiondiscusses various funding sources
for State development of MWPP programs. In
particular, it focuses on existing and potential
federal funding sources available to States.

EXISTING FEDERAL FUNDING
SOURCES

The existing Clean Water Act (CWA) authori-
ties offeropportunities for States to develop MWPP
programs. Several existing EPA funding sources
have been identified to assist States in MWPP
developmental efforts. These authorities are dis-

cussed briefly below, and fiscal year 1991 funding
levels are also provided. States and Regional
Offices will need to negotiate use of these funds

during the workplan development process.

Section 104(g) funds: Provide onsitc assis-
tance to help small facilities with compliance
problems. Onsite assistance can include MWPP
activities intended to promote long-term compli-
ance, such as assistance with long-range capital
planning, reviews of user-charge systems, devel-
opment of self-auditing systems, and utility man-
agement training. Section 104(g) funds are gener-
ally used to support ongoing operational activities.
FY 1991 funding level: $2,050.0 K

Section 106 funds: Supplcment State rc-
sources for water pollution control programs.
Funding can inciude MWPP activities involving
permit issuance, enforcement, water quality moni-
toring, water quality planning and standards,
wasteload allocations, ground-water programs,
pretreatment, o0il and hazardous materials spill
response, and general program management. Scc-
tion 106 funds can be used to support MWPP
program development activities or ongoing opera-
tional activities, including those associated with
MWPP. FY 1991 funding level: $81,700.0K

Section 205(g) funds: Cover costs of manag-
ing delegated responsibilities under sections 201,
203,204,and 212 of the CWA, i.e., the wastewater
construction grants program. In addition, 205(g)
provides authority to States to cover costs associ-
ated with administering an approved program un-
der section 402 (i.e., implementation of MWPP
through the NPDES permit program), or a State-
wide waste treatment management planning pro-
gram under section 208(b)}4). Section 205(g)
funds may be used to support ongoing operational
activities only, including those associated with
MWPP.

Funding under section 205(g) has been autho-
rized through any fiscal year ending before Octo-
ber 1, 1994; Congress has not appropriated ncw
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money for these purposes in FY 1991. Some
States have funds available from previous years
under section 205(g).

Sections 205(j) and 604(b) funds: Support

RMWDD managament onh\nhpc 1n water nuallny
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management planning. This set of activities could
include MWPP tasks associated with determining
and reporting the nature, extent, and causes of
water quality problems in various areas of the
State and interstate region. Sections 205(j) and
604(b) funds may not be used for program imple-
FY 1001 £NAMY fiindino

maoantatinn antivitioc
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level: approximately $204 M

POTENTIAL FEDERAL FUNDING
SOURCES

The following new sources of federal funding
W

can be used to support the MWPP program.
Section 104(b)(3) funds: Suppor grants or
cooperative agreements to finance the develop-
ment of a wide range of programs relating to the
causes, effects, extent, prevention, reduction, and

elimination of pollution. These developmental
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can be used to conduct special activities, demon-
strations, training and studies in such areas as
permitting and enforcement, sludge management,
water quality standards, and water quality moni-
toring. Section 104(b)(3) funds cannot be used to
support ongoing operational ctivities. A portion

EENN N T\ nf tha TV 1001 Handineg hae haas
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reserved specifically for MWPP pilot grants (as

described below). FY 1991 funding level:
$16,500.0K

MWPP National Pilot Program Grants: The
Office of Water, in cooperation with the Office of

Dhotletlomen Thewansmsnts e DD} nlane ta antar ints
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cooperative agreements with selected States dur-
ing FY 1991 to provide funding for MWPP pilot
programs. Awards will be made to States. Certain
matching fund requirements may apply. EPA is

prepaning separaie guidance for the Regions on
MWPP pilot grants which will discuss award critc-
ria, the grants process and matching funds. FY
1991 funding levels: $500.0 K from OPP for
source reduction projects; $500.0 K from OW
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dwowl Vuld J1WULIL O iivil lU’"\UI\J, uluun\.-a) AUI

MWPP program development and start-up
ALTERNATIVE FUNDING MECHANISMS

In addition to the grant funds discussed above,
States may also want to consider other funding

cnurrece far devalanmant and imnlamentalinn nf
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their MWPP activities. As part of the State Fund-
ing Study, the Agency has been working with the
States over the last several years to identify other
techniques which States might be able to usc to
raise funds to manage State programs. Somec of
these options collectively have beentenmed “alter-

sura RinAding m hamiome’ FATALLN
Nnanismis LA Lvey ).

AFMs may include a vanety of approaches,
but can generally be grouped into four categories:
(1) fees, (2) taxes, (3) fines and penaltics, and (4)
other. EPA publications which provide a good
overview of the current and potential applicability
of AFMs include “State Use of Altemative Financ-
ing Mechanisms in Environmental Programs™ and
“Discussion Paper on Alternative Financing
Mechanisms for State Water Programs”, In addi-
tion, the Agency is establishing an Environmental
Financing Information Network (EFIN) which will
assist States inaccessing materials relating to AFMs
for State program management. EFIN will include
additional materials including State specific dis-
cussions of the use of AFMs. EFIN should be
accessible to the States in mid FY 1991.

Many States have already instituted AFMs for
a variety of environmental programs. There arc

nnnartmitise faraynandinag the annlicatnan nfthace
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techniques to other programs and to other States.
The most common AFM approaches are outiined
below:
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Eees

+ Permitissuance (e.g., NPDES, facility instal-
lation, review of proposed development)

» Services (e.g., inspections, monitoring)

+ User charges (e.g., surcharge on wastewater
and/or solid waste disposal fees, hunting/boat-
ing licenses, access to recreation areas)

« Impact charges (e.g., wastewater service sur-
charge based on toxicity, urban development
impact fee)

Taxes

« Commodity (i.e., special tax on certain mate-
rials which contribute to water quality prob-
lems, e.g., selected pesticides and chemicals)

» Special dedicated funds [e.g., mineral extrac-
tion tax, excise tax (e.g., boats, cigarettes,
hotel/motel))]

+ Real estate (e.g., transfer tax, environmental
review fees)

« Sales, income, property (particularly if portion
is dedicated for water quality programs)

H { Penalti
» As authorized for violations of environmental

requirements; more useful as adeterrent rather
than as a reliable funding source

IV. EPA’S ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES

IN APPROVED NPDES STATES

EPA will undertake an active program to gen-
erate State and local support for MWPP. EPA will

assist the Regions in conducling workshops for
interested parties and provide training for plant
operators. The following paragraphs describe what
we believe to be the appropriate roles and respon-
sibilities for EPA.

EPA believes that MWPP is a logical and
necessary evolutionary step in the management of
municipal wastewater treatment facilities. There-
fore, EPA will continue to urge States to develop
and impiement MWPP programs, although States
will have the flexibility to determine whether to
implement such a program and how to design their
programs. EPA will coordinate the identification
and use of appropriate forums to discuss MWPP
and generate a broad base of support for the ini-
tiative. A communication strategy, which identi-
fies key constituencies (e.g.,local elected officials,
city managers, treatment plant operators, industry
associations, etc.), has been developed. EPA will
continue to work withthe States in carrying out this
strategy.

EPA will provide support in a variety of ways
to States in developing and implementing their
programs. Among these are:

« EPA will gather information on MWPP prac-
tices and experiences and make it generally
available.

» EPA will prepare brochures and other support
material for the use of Regions and States in
developing programs and in working with
POTWs to implement programs.

» EPA staff will provide advice and technical
assistance to States in developing and imple-
menting MWPP programs.

« EPA will make available information on po-
tential sources of funding for MWPP pro-

grams.
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» EPA will make a limited number of incentive
grants from those funding sources described
above to foster the development of State pilot

programs.
« EPA will fund State operatortraining programs.

EPA will gather periodic information about
the status and performance of State-based munici-
pal pollution prevention programs. EPA will ob-
tain the necessary information through its existing
oversight of State activities. To assess progress,
qualitative measures may be included inthe Office
of Water Accountability System.

IN NON-APPROVED NPDES STATES

In States where responsibility for the NPDES
permit program still rests with EPA, the cognizant
EPA Region will be responsible for developing
and implementing MWPP programs. However,
Non-NPDES States are encouraged to participate
inthis program. The Region will use its discretion
to tailor a flexible program that meshes with the
State’s legal authorities and preferences.

Programs for Non-NPDES States will include
the components described in Section 1I of this
Guidance: early waming systems with periodic
self-audits, a reporting mechanism, corrective ac-
tions, tracking systems, and a process for program
evaluation. EPA will support the objectives of the
program through all appropriate means including
NPDES permits. Programs for Non-NPDES States
will be developed and the workshop/training effort
will be initiated in FY 1991.
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MWPP WORKSHOP SUMMARY

Should there be an MWPP Program?

States generally reacted favorably. to the MWPP concept.

Several States (in 4 of the 10 Regions) acknowledged that rhany of the MWPP components
are already in place. These pieces, however, may not be well-integrated to form a cohesive
and comprehensive program.

Should the Program be Voluntary or Mandatory?

The States were unanimous in wanting the MWPP program to be voluntary, with maximum
flexibility for the States to design their own programs.

States in half of the Regions felt that the MWPP program shouid be mandatory tor POTWs.
States in 2 Regions thought that the program should be voluntary for POTWs.

What Universe Should be Addressed?

Almost all of the States (9 out of 10 Regions) agreed that the program should address both
majors and minors. Several States emphasized that minors oftentimes present the worst
problems.

There was varied opinion, however, on who should be addressed first. States in Regions |
and !l would prefer to phase in majors first. In contrast, States in Region X would address
smaller facilities first.

Should there be Uniform National indicators?

Except for the States in Regions VI and Vill, where there was no answer, all of the remaining
States were unanimous in wanting flexibility to develop their own indicators.

Should the Program be Oriented Towards Technical Assistance or Enforcement?

e States in 5 of the Regions showed greater preference for technical assistance.

o However, alimost all of the States recognized the need for both elements in the MWPP
program.

What should be the Focus of

[

States in only two of the ten Regions would use enforcement before effiuent violations
occurred.

The remaining States believe that it would be difficult to enforce before there were effiuent



MWPP WORKSHOP SUMMARY

What should be the Focus of Enforcement (continued)?

These States would prefer to use other tools to enforce MWPP, e.g., sewer bans, TAP ban, or
provide special incentives such as a discounted interest rate for SRF loans.

What are the Resource implications?

States in 4 of the 10 Regions responded that it will take at least 1-2 FTE to get the program
started. Other estimates ranged from 1-6 FTE.

States in half of the Regions stressed that the resource demands will vary by size and scope
of State program, and that it is difficult to assess.

States in only two of the Regions believed that there may be some future resource savings as
a result of reduced enforcement efforts.

What are Possible Funding Sources?

States in only 4 Regions provided a response, stating that possible funding sources include:

- pilot project grants
- SAF

- 4% set-aside

- 205(g)

- 104(g)

- permit fees

All of the remaining States raised serious questions conceming possible funding sources and
eligibility of MWPP under SRF.

What Incentives Are Avaliable to Encourage State Participation?

The number one incentive is increased funding.

in addition, States in 7 of the 10 Regions recommended that EPA and the States develop
strong selling programs through workshops and informationtechnology transfer. They aiso
emphasized the need for extensive public participation and pubiic invoivement in the
development and selling of this program.

What are Realistic Time Frames for implementation?

For States in 6 of the 10 Regions, estimates to initiate the MWPP program range from 1-3
years.

For States in 3 Regions, the programs could be fully operational within 7 years.



MWPP WORKSHOP SUMMARY

What are Appropriate EPA Roles in Supporting the MWPP Program?

® The majority of States (7 from 10 Regions) agreed that EPA should provide examples of
MWPP models and indicators, which the States would then modity to fit their own needs.

(3 States from 4 Regions aiso recommended that EPA act as a national information
clearinghouse and provide technology transfer, as necessary.
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STATE CASE STUDIES APPENDIX B
APPENDIX B: State Case Studies

INTRODUCTION

This appendix contains case studies of three innovative MWPP. programs: the Wisconsin
Comipliance Monitoring Program, the Texas 75-90% Program, and the New Mexico IMPAC Program.
Each case study presents the history of the State’s program, how the program was planned and developed,
and how the program operates. All of the case studies also include a section about the types of resources

(personnel, funds, equipment) which the program requires.

By including these examples in the guidance document, it is hoped that other States will better
understand how all the elements of a MWPP program can operate to form a comprehensive program
suited to the individual needs and resources of the State. The case studies are also included to provide

mode! elements which other States may be able to incorporate into their own State programs.

Exhibits following each case study provide even more detailed information on the State programs.
Exhibits include excerpts from the State administrative codes, examples of questionnaires and other

materials sent to POTWs, and examples of State data tracking reports.
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WISCONSIN

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

During the last decade in Wisconsin, billions of dollars in Federal (EPA Construction Grants),
‘State (the Wisconsin Fund Program), and local monies were spent to upgrade wastewater facilities to
achieve the water quality standards established in the 1972 Federal Clean Water Act. As a result of this
major sewerage system construction program, approximately 95% of Wisconsin’s municipalities are now in
compliance with their Wisconsin Pollution Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) discharge permits.
However, it is not sufficient to merely construct adequate wastewater facilities; these facilities must be
operated and maintained in a manner that maximizes the design life of the facility. It is essential that
communities begin planning for system replacement or addition on a timely basis so that effluent limits do
pot violate the State’s water quality. It is also important for municipalities to have preventative programs

in place for all communities t0 maintain standards over the lifetime of their wastewater facilities.

To accomplish these goals, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) designed
and developed the Compliance Maintenance (CM) Program (Exhibit 1). The CM Program is intended to
protect the investment and to insure that action is taken before violations of permit limits and water

quality degradation occurs. The four major goals of the Wisconsin CM Program are:

. to prevent violations of effluent discharge limits by municipal wastewater treatment
facilities;
. to promote awareness of wastewater management responsibilities of elected municipal

officials by increasing their communication with wastewater treatment facility operators;



° to encourage and require, if necessary, municipalities to initiate operational improvements
and design and construction of new or upgraded facilities before violations or the

resultant water quality degradation occurs; and

o to maximize the useful life of municipal wastewater treatment facilities.

The most difficult obstacle in implementing CM in the State of Wisconsin was the public attitude
that wastewater treatment is a costly and messy problem. The capital cost of building a new sewage
treatment plant can be the largest expenditure that a municipality will face. Because these costs are often
unexpected and do not appear to increase property values within corporate boundaries, wastewater
treatment is a controversial, repugnant and certainly costly subject for elected officials to discuss. In order
for the CM to be implemented successfully, WDNR had to change public attitudes regarding municipal

wastewater treatment.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

By asking those to be regulated by the program to participate in building it, WDNR obtained
broad support for the concept and for the partnership it reflects. WDNR undertook a two year public
participation program which allowed all participants of the Compliance Maintenance Program the
opportunity to become comfortable with the program specifics before implementation. In 1985, the
WDNR conducted 22 workshops on the CM Program involving local environmental organizations and
municipal officials, including elected officials, sewage treatment plant operators and public works
personnel. After the workshops introduced the program, four formal public hearings in 1986 addressed

the concerns or comments. Conclusions from the CM Program workshops included:

o continuous planning to prevent violations is needed;



. depreciation accounts for upgrading of wastewater treatment facilities is needed;

. the relationship of the CM Program to permitting is uncertain;
o grants/loans should be made to non-violators; and
. a technical advisory committee (TAC), represented by State and local officials, should be

appointed to develop CM Program.

In 1986, a 19-person TAC was formed from the regulated community to steer the program
initiative. This committee included wastewater operators, municipal officials, consulting engineers, an
environmental group member, a representative of the Department of Justice and WDNR staff members.
The TAC’s objectives included refining the results of the public workshops, the codifying of a compliance
maintenance policy, and the recommending of a number of improvements to the wastewater treatment
program. The TAC developed a Compliance Maintenance Annual Report (CMAR) that all publicly-
owned treatment works (POTW) operators prepare and submit, through the local governing body, to the
State. Training sessions to instruct the operators on how to complete the CMARs were held in 1987.
This effort to keep the regulated public informed of the policy as it developed won widespread

support and acceptance of the CM Program.

COMPLIANCE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM DESIGN

The Compliance Maintenance Annual Report or CMAR is the cornerstone of the Wisconsin
Compliance Maintenance Program (Exhibit 2). The CMAR is a product of the Natural Resources Code
Chapter 208, which outlines the Compliance Maintenance Program. The purpose of this report is to

document *indicators” of future effluent violations. The CMAR is submitted annually by all municipalities



and is used as a simple, objective analysis of their treatment system. The CMAR documents the
performance and condition of the wastewater utility to WDNR, local government elected officials, and

operators.

The treatment plant operator completes the CMAR with the previous year's data and monitoring
information (i.c., 1989's POTW information will be 1990’s CMAR) and forwards the completed CMAR to
the chair of the local governing board (the owner). The governing board reviews the completed CMAR

which the operator submitted.

The board, then, must pass a resolution documenting and acknowledging the review of the CMAR
and indicating the corrective actions, if any, that will be taken to prevent effluent violations. Proposed
actions should address areas where maximum or close t0 maximum points were generated in the CMAR.
This resolution should contain any other information the governing board deems necessary. After the
governing board’s final action, the completed CMAR is returned to the operator with a resolution
attached. The operator, in turn, must submit the completed CMAR and accompanying resolution by

March 31 of the given year to the local WDNR District office.

The CMAR contains sections that objectively inquire about the condition, quality, and capacity of
the treatment system. The responses from these sections generate points in order to evaluate the system.
Other sections do not generate points but subjectively produce self-evaluative information regarding the
treatment system'’s financial status and operations. This subjective evaluation of the facility is intended to
inform elected officials of the ability of the wastewater treatment system to meet permit limits in the

future.

The CMAR's point total determines if the municipality should begin extensive planning and

construction of new facilities, modify existing systems to avoid effluent violations, or undertake no



correctional activities. The higher the number of poinis generated, the more likely the community should
begin evaluating their system to determine the improvements that are necessary 1o prevent effluent

violations. The maximum point total is 400 points. Points are generated for the following treatment

characteristics:

. effluent quality and plant performance [0-100}, an important indicator of the efficiency of
the facility in regard to water quality;

° influent flow and BOD (biochemical oxygen demand) loading in comparison to design [0-
80), indicator of volume and amount of wastes entering wastewater system,

. age [0-40], another probable indicator of the efficiency of the treatment facility;

o bypass and overflow occurrences [0-50], an indicator related to efficient design of overall
wastewater system;

® anticipated community growth [0-20], an important indicator for future planning and

design;

° sludge storage and disposal capacity [0-100], a good indicator of the design efficiency of

the system; and

o operator certification and education [0-20}, an important indicator about the level of

formal training in treatment processes.



The point total corresponds with response levels, at which certain actions need to be taken. The
owner may submit an explanation of the assumptions that were used in rating the items and determining

point values contained in the completed CMAR.

The following are the ranges and point totals that indicate the actions to be taken: 1) Voluntary
Range; 2) Departmental Recommendation Range; and 3) Departmental Action Range. In the Voluntary
Range (0-70), the owner evaluates and implements tasks voluntarily to correct the identified problems in
the CMAR, if any. The owner may initiate longer range planning for new, upgraded, or additional
treatment facilities. In the Departmental Recommendation Range (71-120), the WDNR notifies the owner
of the treatment facility that an operation and needs review (ONR) is recommended. An ONR evaluates
the treatment system’s ability to maintain effluent limits over the next five years, focusing on specific
problem area(s) and offers solutions to those problems. If the problem is serious, that is, if the CMAR
indicates that the existing system is not capable of providing adequate wastewater treatment in the next
five years, a facility plan is then also recommended. The scope of a facility plan is based on individual
point totals for each information item identified in the ONR and usually requires that a workplan be
submitted.

In the Departmental Action Range (121-400), the wastewater facility owner is required to
complete an ONR within a certain time period prescribed by WDNR. Part of the ONR will consist of a
workplan that lists all necessary actions and time schedules for the treatment system to maintain effiuent
limits. A facility plan may be required if WDNR determines that consistent future compliance with
cfluent limitations will not result from improved system operation, maintenance, and efficiency or that
growth within areas served by the owner’s sewerage system jeopardizes future compliance. If necessary,

WDNR may modify the owner’s WPDES permit to require one or more of the above reports.



ENFORCEMENT

In the past, municipalities that violated wastewater treatment standards received the greatest
attention from regulators, and enforcement actions were taken only after the laws were violated. Previous
State and Federal regulations clearly sent a message to the municipality to take action only after the
problem occurred. Most State regulators, community leaders and wastewater operators were comfortable
with this approach. During the 1970's and early 1980’s, the existing regulations and grant programs
brought many municipalities into conformance with their permits. However, this policy contained little
incentive to maintain permit compliance. Therefore, a major objective of the public participation program
was to convince the participants in the present sysiem to change their thinking to a more preventive
approach. The CM Program is different from other programs in that it completely shifts Wisconsin’s
wastewater management program from a reactive approach to a proactive one. CM requires municipalities
to continuously evaluate their system capability and begin formal planning, design, and construction 10
prevent violations and associated enforcement actions. Also, a State task force had made a preliminary
recommendation that Wisconsin's state revolving fund award first priority to municipalities that act before
violations occur. The idea to make grants/loans available t0 non-violators was an important

recommendation from the CM workshops.

In the past, Wisconsin only awarded construction grants to those facilities in violation of the Clean
Water Act. The U.S. EPA construction grant program is phasing out, therefore, Wisconsin is bcgiiming its
first year (1990) of adopting a low interest loan program for the funding of their wastewater treatment
facilities. This innovative funding feature rewards facilities that maintain good compliance records with

uced interest loans. Wisconsin is incorporating two unique provisions for low interest loans to facilities




of the loan can be as low as zero percent. Also under this provision, the WDNR is permitted to transfer
available funds into grant money that can result in the facility receiving up 10 90% of the funding required

for necessary improvements.

The other unique provision in Wisconsin’s low interest loan program is to provide for unexpected
events or occurrences that are beyond control of the facility’s standard operation such as weather-related
eveats or mechanical failure. However, the availability of a low interest loan in this provision is closely

associated with the facility’s recent CMAR recommendations made by the WDNR.

Involvement in the CM Program does not shield a facility or muaicipality from enforcement
actions by WDNR; however, more concentration is placed on gross or substantial violations. Most facility
violations are not addressed through the CM Program, but instead through the Siate’s existing permit
actions or enforcement program. The owners (i.e., the municipal board or utility board which governs
POTWs or the management board which go'verns 2 private treatment system) must review the CMAR and
formulate any necessary corrective actions to solve any shortcomings of the system. Failure of the
operator-in-charge to complete and submit a CMAR may result in a maximum forfeiture of $10,000 per
day of violation. Failure of the municipality to file a CMAR couid result in a $15,000 penalty for the
municipality in which the facility is located. Such fines encourage treatment plant owners and elected

officials to become involved with the issues faced by POTW operators.

RESOURCE INFORMATION

Initially, Federal, State, and local monies were spent to upgrade the wastewater facilities in
Wisconsin. And while available money for facility upgrades has been decreasing, water resources are a
high priority in Wisconsin and receive a great deal of support from elected officials. Elected officials have

supported the idea of CM funding coming from an eavironmental fee program, which requires each



Normally, there are over 100 FTEs to impiement wastewater programs throughout the State.
However, the first year of the CM Program required six to seven additional FTEs, although this figure is
declining over time. The CM Program does require, for actual maintenance, approximately three FTEs at

each field office (6 District offices and 15 Area offices), which are funded under the State permit fee.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

The WDNR manages the CM Program for approximately 650 municipalities throughout
Wisconsin. WDNR staff and Area Engineers provide technical assistance to the facilities. They also
conduct inspections and carry out any enforcement actions. The strong management system and the good
field staff have both contributed to the success of the program. The CM Program has become a means of

enhancing communications. Its an early warning system for the operators as well as the regulators.

The WDNR has always tracked loadings, but the CMAR puts data in an accessible format and
creates a forum for review. In the interest of maintaining and improving open communication with the
operators, WDNR wanted to convey the importance of the point totals. Therefore, every year a statewide
summary of CMAR point data for all municipalities is published (Exhibit 3). This summary is considered
public information for all communities to inspect. WDNR has begun to utilize the data from the summary
to try to plot trends within a given community. WDNR will track changes over time for each community
in the State to see if compliance with the CM Program is improving the ability of each municipality to

nalitv standa
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In conclusion, the CM Program provides municipal officials with an early warning system for
evaluating their plant’s capabilities. The wastewater operator ccmpletes the annual report on the facility
which is then passed to elected officials prior to submittal to the WDNR. This approach to government is
unique. CM does not wait for problems to manifest themselves, but influences municipalities to act as

partners with the State in the protection of water quality.

For more information on Wisconsin’s Compliance Maintenance Program, contact:
Mr. Chuck Burney

Program Manager
(608) 266-2304
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Chapter NR 208

COMPLIANCE MAINTENANCE

NR 208.01 Purpose NR 208.05 Compliance maintenance

NR 208.02 Applicability point system

NR 208.03 Definitions NR 208.06 Review of CMAR

NR 20804 Compliance maintenance an- NR 208.07 Actions required to maintaln
nual repart compliance

NR 208.01 Purpose. This chapter implements ch. 147, Stats., and en-
courages and, where necessary, requires owners of publicly owned treat-
ment works and privately owned domestic sewage, treatment works to.
take necessary actions to avoid water quality degradation and prevent
violations of WPDES permit effluent limits. This chapter encourages ac-
tions which promote the owner's awareness and responsibility for waste-
water treatment needs, maximize the useful life of sewerage systems
through improved operation and maintenance and initiate formal plan-
ning, design and construction to prevent effluent violations.

Histery: Cr. Register, February, 1967, No. 374, of. 3-1-87.

NR 208.02 Applicability. This chapter applies to owners of publicly
ownf&d treatment works and privately owned domestic sewage treatment
wor

History: Cr. Register, February, 1987, No. 374, efl. 3-1-87.

NR 208.03 Definiiions. In addition to the definitions and abbreviations
in chs. NR 110, 114, 205, 206 and 210, and ch. 147, Stats., the following
definitions apply to terms in this chapter.

{1) “Compliance maintenance annual report” or “CMAR" means a
report which the owner of a treatment works submits to the department
to describe the physical conditions and the performance of the owner's
sewerage system during the previous calendar year.

(2) “Facility plan” means a report which the owner of a treatment
works submits to the department that consists of those necessary plans
and studies directly relating to the construction of proposed sewage
treatment facilities or additions to existing sewage treatment facilities
where additional treatment capacity is proposed.

(3) “*Operation and needs review”" or “ONR’’ means a report which the
owner of a treatment works submits to the department evaluating the
ability of the sewerage system to maintain effluent limits over the next 5
years.

(4) “Work plan’" means a list of all necessary actions and correspond-
ing time schedule which is included in the facility plan or operation and
needshmrevww' to ensure that an owner’s sewerage system maintains effiu-
ent limits.

Histery: Cr. Register, February, 1967, No. 874, of. 3-1-87.

NR 208.04 Compliance maintenance snnual report. (1) PURPOSE. The
compliance maintenance annual report describes the physical conditions
and the performance of the sewerage system during the previous calen-

Register, February, 1987, No. 374
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dar year, and provides a treatment works owner with an objective analy-
sis to determine whether a more detailed evaluation of the sewerage sys-
tem shall be conducted. The owner and the department shall use the
CMAR to identify needs for future planning actions. In conjunction
with a point rating system, the CMAR shall determine whether

system owners shall initiate actions to prevent effluent limit violations.

(2) SUBMITTAL TIMING AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS. The CMAR shall
be submitted to the department on or before June 30, 1987. Thereafter,
the CMAR shall be submitted to the department on or before March 31
of each subsequent year. The CMAR shall be based on information and
monitoring data collected in the previous calendar . A duly autho-
rized representative of the owner shall complete and sign the CMAR.

(3) RESOLUTION. In the case of a publicly owned treatment works, a
resolution from the municipality’s dgovern'mg body shall accompany the
CMAR. The resolution shall include the following:

c L(:}.RM acknowledgement that the governing body has reviewed the

td

(b) A description of actions which the owner will take to maintain
compliance with effluent limitations; and

(c) Any other information the governing body deems appropriate.

(4) CONTENT. The CMAR shall be submitted on forms provided by
the department. The owner shall supply and analyze the following infor-
mation:

(a) Effluent quality and wastewater treatment facility performance;

(b) Actual influent flow and BODs loading to the wastewater treat-
ment facility in relation to the design flows and design BOD; loadings for
the facility;

(c) Age of the wastewater treatment facilities;

(d) The occurrence of bypasses and overflows in the sewerage system;
(e) Anticipated new develoapment;

({) Sludge storage and disposal capacity;

(g) Financial status of the wastewater utility;

(h) General physical condition of the facility;

(i) Expected useful life of the facility;

(j) Operator training and certification; and

(k) Other information required by the department.

Histery: Cr. Register, February, 1987, No. 374, eff. 3-1.87.

NR 208.05 Compliance maintenance point system. (1) PURPOSE. The
CMAR shall contain a point system component which is applied to all
owners, to establish actions which promote effluent limit compliance,
identify whether an owner shall take additional steps to maintain or im-
prove existing sewerage system operations, and evaluate the condition of
the sewerage system.

Register, February, 1987, No. 374
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(2) RATINGS ITEMS. On an annual basis, the owner shall calculate a
point total T which is based on mformatlon pmwded by the owner in the

MAF AT PRV QirYN B s (I Tte ) | L- P P Wy
. 1ne poiDL WAl 1 3nau oe uewrnuueu wun l.ﬂc IUUUWLHE equa-

tion:
T = (TBL + TQ + TBOD + TTSS + TAGE + TBYP + TBEF +
'l‘S'I‘l + TSD + TND + TFD + TOC + TOT) x EQ which is defined
s follows:

(a) BL the point sum for monthly average BODs mass loading in

- tha dae DNN. lanAdine ahall anal ¢h

P Y Y- oa bame o
Iﬂ UL w l.uc ucaqgu DUL) I0adig, Shan C‘(uﬂ L€ sum U{ GUMOETs .v'

pwmg in Table 1 for monthly exceedances of 90% and 100% of design
average BODs loading in the previous calendar year.

Table 1

Point Assignments Related to Exceedances of a Percentage of Design
BODs Loadings in the Previous Calendar Year

Number of Months that a Percent of Design BODs
Percentage of Design BODs Loadings
Loadings is Exceeded 90% 100%
0 0 0
1 0 10
2 5 20
3 5 30
4 5 40
5 or greater 10 50

(b) TQ, the point sum for monthly average volumetric flow in relation

to dgnm average volumetric flow, shall equal the sum of numbers ap-

in Table 2 for monthly exceedances of 90% and 100% of design
average volumetric flow in the previous calendar year.

Table 2

Poini Assignments Related to the Exceedance of Percentages of Design
Volumetric Flows in the Previous Calendar Year

Number of Months that a Percent of Design Flows
Percentage of Design Volumetric
Flow is Exceeded 90% 180%
0 0 0
i 0 5
2 0 5
3 0 10
4 0 10
5 or greater 5 15

(¢) TBOD, the point sum relatmg to the effluent limit for 5-day bio-
demand (BODs), equal tbe sum of numbem ap-

aring in Table 3 for éiééeuﬁu‘: of 50% and 100% of the ﬁ‘x‘u‘xuu? av-
erage effluent limits contained in the WPDES permit. In the absence of
monthly average effluent limits for BOD5, weekly effluent limits shall be

used in the calculation.

Register, February, 1967, No. 374
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Table 3

Point Assignments Related to the
Exceedance of Percentages of the BOD; Effuent Limit(s) in the Previous

Calendar Year
Number of Months that a Percent of BOD5s Effluent Limit
Percentage of the BOD5s Effluent
Limit is Exceeded 90% 100%
0 0 0
1 0 5
2 10 5
3 20 10
4 30 10
5 or greater 40 10

{d) TTSS, the point sum relating to the effluent limit for total sus-
pended solids, shall equal the sum of numbers appearing in Table 4 for
exceedances of 90% and 100% of the monthly average effluent limits con-
tained in the WPDES permit. In the absence of monthly average efluent
limits for total suspended solids, weekly effiuent limits shall be used in
the calculation. If no total suspended solids limit is included in the
WPDES permit, TTSS shall equal 0.

Table 4

Point Assignments Related to the Exceedance
of Percentages of the Total Suspended Solids Effiuent Limit(s) in the

Previous Calendar Year
Number of Months that a Percent of TSS Effluent Limit
Percentage of the TSS Effluent
Limit(s) is Exceeded 90% 100%
0 0 0
1 0 5
2 10 5
3 20 10
4 30 10
5 or greater 40 10

(e) TAGE, the point sum relating to facility age, shall be the time per-
iod in years since the wastewater treatment facility was constructed or
underwent major structural modification or major additions were placed
in operation multiplied by the age factors contained in Table 5 associ-
ated with the type of sewage treatment plant indicated. Under this sub-
section TAGE may not be greater than 40.

Table 5
Point Assignmenis Associsted to Facility Age
Plant Age Factor
Stabilization Ponds 1.0
Aerated Lagoons 1.5
All other plants 2.0

Register, February, 1987, No. 374
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(f) TBYP, the point sum relating to bypassing due to precipitation,
shall be the number of calendar days that bypasses or overflows due to
precipitation events occurred during the previous calendar year multi-
plied by 5. Under this subsection TBYP may not be greater than 25.

(g) TBEF, the point sum relating to bypassing due to equipment fail-
ure, shall be the number of calendar days that bypasses or overflows due
to equipment failure occurred during the previous calendar year multi-
plied by 5. Under this subsection TBEF may not be greater than 25.

(h) TSTG, the point total associated with sludge storage capacity,
shall be the number of points appearing on Table 6 relating to the sludge
sbonge capacity of the owner's wastewater treatment facility and off
site. For aerated lagoons and stabilization ponds, TSTG shall equal 0.

Table 6

Point Assignments Associsted with Sludge Storage
Sludge Storage Capacity Point Total
Less than one month 50
Less than 2 months and greater 30
than or equal to one month
Less than 3 months and greater 20
than or equal to 2 months
Less than 4 months but greater 10
than or equal to 3 months
Greater than or equal to 4 months 0

(1) TSD, the point total assoctated with sludge disposal sites, shall be
the number of points appearing on Table 7 relating to the adequacy of
sludge disposal sites approved for use by the permittee. For aerated
lagoons and stabilization ponds, TSD shall equal 0. For other facilities
that do not discharge sludge on land, TSD shall equal 0.

Table 7

Point Assignments Associsted with Sludge Disposal Practices
Number of Months The
Permittee Has Access to
and Aﬁproval for Sufficient
Land Disposal of Sludge Point Total
36 or more 0
Less than 36 and greater than or 10
equal to 24
Less than 24 and greater than or 20
equal to 12
Less than 12 and greater than or 30
equal to 6
Less than 6 50

(j) TND, the point total associated with new development within the
sewer service area of permittee, shall equal 10 points if new development
bas occurred over the last 12 months that will have a significant impact

Register, February, 1987, No. 374
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on &mﬁhﬂg& to the permittee’s sewerage system. Otherwise TND shall
eq .

(k) TFD, the point total associated with future development within
the sewer service area, shall equal 10 points if new development is likely
to occur in the next 3 years that will result in a significant new discharge
to the permittee’s sewerage system. Otherwise TFD shall equal 0.

(1) TOC, the point total associated with operator certification, shall
equal 0 points if the individual in direct responsible charfe of the opera-
tion of the treatment plant is certified at the grade level required by s.
NR 114.14, and 5 points if the chief operator is not certified at the grade
level required by s. NR 114.14.

(m) TOT, the point total associated with operator training, shail equal
0 points if the individual in direct responsible charge of the operation of
the treatment plant has completed greater than or equal to 12 hours of
continuing education in the previous 2 calendar {::n. TOT shall equal 5
points if t!:e chief operator has completed less t 12 hours of continu-
ing education in the previous 2 calendar years.

{n) EQ, the factor that equalizes the point sum for different types of
sewali;treatment plants, shall be equal to 1.33 for aerated lagoons and
stabilization ponds that discharge to surface waters, 1.60 for aerated
lagoons and stabilization ponds that discharge to groundwater, 1.14 for
all other sewage treatment plants that discharge to groundwater, and
1.00 for all other sewage treatment plants.

(3) CaLcurLaTioN oF CMAR POINT TOTAL. The CMAR shall include
the procedure for calculating the point total of the items in sub. (2). The
owner shall calculate T with the CMAR submittal. The owner may sub-
mit an explanation of the assumptions that were used in rating the items
and determining point values contained in the completed CMAR.

History: Cr. Register, February, 1967, No. 374, of. 3-1-87.

NR 208.06 Review of CMAR. (1) DEPARTMENT REVIEW AND ACCEPT-
ANCE. The department shall review the CMAR and the TPo'mt total con-
tained in the CMAR for and completeness. The department
shall notify the owner within 60 zys of submittal whether the CMAR
and the point total calculations are acceptabie. In case of error, the de-
partment shall recalculate the point total and notify the owner of the
corrected totals. The notification shall explain the corrections.

(2) LEVELS OF OWNER AND DEPARTMENT RESPONSES. When accepted
point totals are within the following ranges, the department shall notify
each owner of the range:

{a) Voluntary range. For point totals equal to or less than 70, the owner
may evaluate and implement ateps to address problems identified in the
CMAR. The owner may initiate longer range planning for new, up-
graded or additional treatment facilities.

{(b) Department recommendation range. For point totals greater than 70
but less than or equal to 200 for all CMAR's submitted pursuant to the
June 30, 1987 deadline, the department shall notify the owner that an
operation and needs review is recommended. Thereafter, the department
recommendation range shall be greater than 70 points and Jess than or
equal to 120 points. A facility plan shall be recommended if the CMAR

Raegister, February, 1987, No. 374
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indicates the existing system is not capable of providing adequate waste-
water treatment in the next 5 years.

(¢) Department action range. For point tota.lssgeater than 200 for all
CMAR’s submitted pursuant to the June 30, 1987 deadline, the depart-
ment shall require the owner to complete an operation and needs review
within a time period which the department prescribes. Thereafter, the
department action range shall be greater than 120 points. A facility plan
shall be required if the department determines that consistent future
compliance with effluent limitations will not result from improved sys-
tem o ion maintenance and efficiency or that growth within areas
se by the owner’s sewerage system jeopardizes future compliance. A
work plan shall be submitted as a part of the facility plan or operations
and needs review, If necessary, the department modify the owner’s
WPDES permit to require one or more of the referenced reports. All pro-
cedures used in the modification of a WPDES permit shall conform with
requirements in ch. NR 203.

(3) OWNER REPONSE REQUIREMENTS. The following are general re-
quirements of the reports described below.

(a) sons and needs review. The content and acope of the ONR
shallbe on individual point totals for each information item identi-
fied in s. NR 208.05 (2). The ONR shall include an investigation of the
sewerage system to determine whether improved operation, mainte-
nance and efficiency of the existing facility will result in continued effiu-
ent limit compliance over the next 5 years. The ONR shall evaluate an-
ticipated increases in discharges due to residential, commercial and
industrial growth within the owner’s sewer service area. The ONR may
replace a facility plan for minor upgrading of sewerage systems.

(b) Facility plan. The scope of the facility plan shall be based on indi-
vidual point totals for each information item identified in s. NR 208.05
(2) and upon the requirements of s. NR 110.09.

(c) Work plan. The owner shall submit a work plan as a part of the
facility plan or the ONR. For a major upgrading program, the work plan
shall be a scheduie of all necmr]::‘lanning. design and construction
tasks for the new system. Work p may also specify operational or
pretreatment improvements for the sewerage system.

(4) OTHER ACTIONS. A permittee’s CMAR does not preclude the de-
partment from taking actions necessary to ensure the permittee’s com-
pliance with chs. 29, 30, 31, 144 and 147, Stats.

(5) REVISION OF POINT VALURS. On or before November 1 of each year
the department may revise the point ranges associated with each level of
owner and department response in sub. (2). All owners shall be notified of
the point total revisions on or before December 1. All CMARs submitted
the following shall be evaluated for response based on the revised
point ranges. To revise the point the department shall consider
the previcus year’s point totals for all sewage treatment plants, state-
wide compliance with efluent limits, fiscal considerations, environmen-
tal impacts and other factors. The point ranges may be revised only after
consuitation with the following persons or organizations:

(a) Municipal officials;

(b) Owners of private domestic sewage treatment plants;
Register, February, 1967, No. 374
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(c) Sewage treatment plant operators;

(d) The attorney general; and

(e) Environmental organizations.

History: Cr. Register, February, 1967, No. 374, efl. 3-1-87.

NR 208.07 Actions required to maintain compliance. (1) REPORT SUBMIT-
TAL REQUIREMENTS. facility plans or operation and needs reviews
shall be submitted to the department on a timely basis. For publicly
owned treatment works, a resolution passed by the municipality’s gov-
erning body shall accompany the facility plan or the operation and needs
review. The resolution shall include:

(a) An acknowledgement that the governing body has reviewed the
report to be submitted;

{b) An acknowledgement of the work plan which is contained in either
the facility plan or operation and needs review, and description of ac-
;ions the municipality may take to maintain compliance with effluent
imits;

(c) If necessary, a discussion of financial programs to be used to imple-
ment the work plan; and

(d) Any other information the governing body deems appropriate.

(2) WORK PLAN REVIEW. Upon receipt of the facility plan or operation
and needs review, the department shall review the report for assurance
that effluent limits will not be violated during the term of the work plan.
The department may require the owner to revise the reports or the work
plan to prevent effluent limit violations.

{3) IMPLEMENTATION. It is the owner’s responsibility to complete all
tasks identified in the work plan to prevent effluent limit violations. The
owner shall maintain the time schedule identified in the work plan.

(4) MODIFICATIONS TO THE WORK PLANS. (a) Work plan modifications
shall be submitted to the department. The department may allow addi-
tional time to implement the work plan. Factors that the department
shall consider in allowing additional time include the financial status of
the community, the anticipated performance of the existing sewerage
system, environmental consequences of the proposed time schedule
change, and events over which the owner has little or no control.

(b) The department may not allow a work plan modification if it deter-
mines that the modification will result in significant effluent limit viola-
tions prior to the completion of the schedule. Under this section, owners
may provide assurances to install temporary treatment facilities, im-
prove operation, maintenance and efficiency to avoid effluent limit viola-
tions or to decrease commercial, industrial or residential loadings to the
sewerage Systems. Owners may also agree to restrict sewer extension in-
stallation prior to the completion of work included in the work plan.

Register, February, 1987, No. 374
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(5) WPDES PERMIT. The department may take action to modify the

owner's WPDES permit to include the work plan or subsequent or neces-
sary revisions to maintain compliance with effluent limitations.

Note: In general, WPDES permits may not be modified to include work plans {or opera-
tional changes or for planning, design and construction programs that can be compieted
within one year.

History: Cr. Register, February, 1987, No. 374, eff. 3-1-87.

Register, February, 19687, No. 374
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Permit Number:
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COMPLIANCE MAINTENANCE ANNUAL REPORTS

Information Source List

You will need the following information to complete your compliance
maintenance report which covers calendar year 1990 (due by March 31, 1991).

Part 1

Part 2

Part 3

Part 4

Part 5

Part 6

Part 7

Part 9

The average plant influent flow for each month (million gallons
per day) in 1990.

The average plant influent BOD for each month (mg/l and 1b/day)
in 1990.

Your plant’'s average design flow (MGD) and design BOD loading
(1bs/day).

The monthly average effluent BOD and TSS in mg/1 for 1990.

Your WPDES permit effluent limits for BOD and TSS in mg/l for
1990.

The age of your treatment plant defined as the number of years
since the last major reconstruction to increase the organic or
hydraulic capacity of the plant. The last calendar year (1990)
minus the year the new construction was brought on-line.

Bypass and overflow information. This is the number of days in
all of 1990 when there was a bypass or overflow of untreated
wastewvater due to heavy rain or snow melt, or due to equipment
failure whether intentional or inadvertent from all collection
systems tributary to this treatment facility.

If you landspread sludge, how many months of sludge storage
does your plant have? This should include on-site and off-site
storage from the treatment plant. The digestor capacity may be
used in the calculation.

Hov many approved land disposal sites for sludge do you have?
How many months or years will these be available for use?

The number of sewer extensions which were installed in your
community last year. You need to get the design population,
design flow and design BOD for each sewer extension from your
engineer.

The beginning (January 1, 1990) and the ending (December 31,
1990) balance of your plant’s segregated equipment replacement
fund. If this isn’'t available from the Treasurer, use 1989
data.



State of Wisconsin
COMPLIANCE MAINTENARCE ANNUAL REPORT
Department of Natural Resources Chapter NR 208, Wis. Adm. Code

Form 3400-130 Rev. 7-90

Instructions to the Operator-in-Charge

Complete all sections of the CMAR, to the best of your ability.

. Parts 1 through 8 contain questions for which points will be gensrated.

These points are intended to communicate to the Department and the
governing body or owner what actions will be necessary to prevent effluent
violations. Place the point totals from parts 1 through 8 on Page 10, the
Point Calculation page.

Add up the point totals on page 10 and multiply by the correction factor
indicated.

. Submit the CMAR to the governing body or owner for their review and

approval.

. The governing body must pass a resolution which contains the following

points. A private owner should address the following points in a letter.

a. The resolution or letter must acknowledge the governing body or owner
has reviewed the CMAR.

b. The resolution or letter must indicate what actions, if any, will be
taken to prevent effluent violations. Proposed actions should address
where maximum or close to maximum points were generated in the CMAR.

c¢. The resolution or letter should provide any other information the
governing body or owner dsems appropriate.

. The CMAR and the resolution or letter should be submitted or mailed by

March 31, 1991 to the DNR District office listed on the letter which is
attached to this report.

Completion of this form is mandatory. Failure to complete and subait this
form may result in a maximum forfeiture of §10,000 per day of violation
pursuance to s. 147.21(2), Wis. Stats.



Part 1: Influent Loedings/Flow

A. List the average monthly volumetric flows end B0Ds loadings received at your fecility during the Last
calender yeer.
Col, Col. 2 Col. 3
Average Averape Monthly
Honthly Flow [ ] Average Loading
{miliion gallons) Concentration B0D;s loading
Month —per day (MGD) (. -TAV B {pounds per dey)**
Januery ———— — —
Februery ——— —
Narch [P —
April — ——
May —— —
June
July —— — ——
August
Septenber
October
November
December
bkl £0Ds; loading = Average Monthly Flow (in MGD) x Average Monthly B0Ds concentration (in mg/l) x 8.34.
B. List the sverage design flow and average design BODs loading for your facility in the blanks below. 1f you are
not sware of these design quantities, contact your consulting engineer or the Department of Natural Resources.
Ave. Design
Ave, Design Flow £00s_Loeding
Desipn Criteria:
90X of the Design Criteria:
c. How meny times did the monthly flow (Col. 1) to the WITP exceed 90X of design flow?
(Circle the appropriate rumber)
0-4 = 0 points; S or more = 5 points
D. How many times did the monthly flow (Col. 1) to the WITP exceed the design flow?
(Circle the appropriate rumber)
0 = 0 points; 1-2 = 5 points; 3-4 = 10 points; 5 or more = 15 points
E. Mow meny times did the monthly 8QDs loading (Col. 3) to the WITP exceed 90X of the desipn loading?

(Circle the appropriate mmber)

0-1 = 0 points; 2-4 = 5 points; 5 or more = 10 points



Facility Name:

F. How meny times did the monthly 30Ds loeding (Col. 3) to the WITP exceed the desipn Loading?
(Circle the appropriste mumber)

0 =0points; 1 =10 points; 2 = 20 points; 3 = 30 points; 4 = 40 points;
5 or more = 50 points

G. Add together sech point velue you circled for C through F end place this sum in the blank below.

C points =

D points =

|

E points =

F points =

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 1
Enter this value on the calculation page at the beck of the CNAR, pege 10.

ry 2: Eff Lity/Plant Perf

A, List the average monthly effluent B0Ds and TSS concentration produced by your facility during the last calendar
year.

tonth BO0s (mg/{)
January
Februsry
Harch
Aprit

May

June

duly
August
September

October

RERRRRNRER

November

Decesber

LT

8. List the monthly averape permit limits for the facility in the blanks below. If monthly eversge limits are not
contained in the permit, use the weekly sversges listed in the permit. 1f no suspended solids limit exists, the
tots! points for questions £ and F will equal zero.

Permit Limit:

200s_(mg/1) 185 (ma/l)
90X of the Permit Limit: — ——



Fecility Name:

Hou mamy manthe did the effluent ROD

{(Circle the appropriate rumber)

concentration exceed 90X of permit limite?

0-1 = 0 points; 2 = 10 points; 3 = 20 points; & = 30 points; 5 or more s 40 points

How meryy months did the effluent BODs; concentrstion exceed permit limits?
(Circle the sppropriaste rumber)

0 = 0 points; 1-2 =5 points; 3 or more = 10 points

Mou many months did the efflusnt TSS concentration exceed 90X of permit Limita?
(Circle the appropriste rumber)

0-1 = 0 points; 2 = 10 points; 3 = 20 points; 4 = 30 points; 5 or more = 40 points

Now meny months did the effluent TSS concentration exceed permit limits?
(Circle the appropriate mumber)

0 = 0 points; 9-2 = 5 points; 3 of wore

2!

Add sach point value circled for C thr

§
:

place in the blank below:

C points =

D points =

E points =

F points =

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 2
Enter this total on the calculation page at the back of the CMAR, page 10.

Part 3: Age of the Wastewater Treatment Facilities

A.

c.

What year was the wastewater treatment plant constructed or last reconstructed?
Subtract the above answer from 1990 to determine age:
Age = (Last calendar yesr) - (Answer to A.)

Age = ( 1990 ) - ¢ )
Enter Age in Part C., below.

Check the type of treatment fecility that is employed:

Eactor

e Mechanical Treatment Plant or 2.0
Septic Tenk/Sand Filter

Aerated Lagoon 1.5

Stabilization Pond 1.0

Mmultiply the factor Listed next to the type of facility your commmity employs by the age of your
facility to determine the total point sbove value for Part 3:

TOTAL POINT = X = points
VALUE FOR (Factor) (Age)
PART 3

11 the point total exceeds 40 points, enter only &0 for the Part 3 total on pege 10. Otherwise, enter
the sbove value on the calculation pege at the back of the CMAR, pege 10.



Facitity Name:

Barc s: Dvpessing from Tributery Sewsrage Svstem(s)

A. fNow meny days in the last ysar was there a bypass or overflow of untrested westewster cus to heavy rain
or snowmelt? = (Circle One)

0«0 points; 1 =5 points; 2 = 10 points; 3 = 15 points; 4 = 20 points;
S or more v 25 points

8. Mow meny deys in the lest yesr was there 8 bypass or overflow of untrested wastewater due to equipment
foilure? (Circle One)

0= 0points; 1«5 points; 2 = 10 points; 3 = 15 points; 4 = 20 points;
S or more = 25 points

C. Specify whather the bypssses came from the city or viliage sewer system or from contract or tributary
commnities/sanitery districts, etc.

D. Add together ssch point value circied in A snd B end place in the biank belou:

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART &
Enter this value on the calculation page at the back of the CMAR, page 10.

Pert 5: r

1f your wastewater treatment plent does not landspread sludge, go on to Part 7.

How meny months of sluxige storage capecity does your wasteuster/treatment facility have available, either
on-site or off-gsite? (i.e., How meny months can your facility operate without tandspreading or disposing of
sludge?)

(Circle the appropriate point total.))

0 points
10 points
20 points
30 points
50 points

Greater then or equal to & MONtRS ..ccvevccccccnccancanns
Less than & months, but greater than or equal to 3 months
Less than 3 months, but greater than or equsl to 2 months
Less then 2 months, but greater than or equal to 1 month
Less than one MONTN ...c.cccccccsvsesccrccscncacrecnsncrns

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 5
Enter this value on calculation page at the back of the CHAR, page 10.

Part o; $lydge Digposs! Sites

Does your facility hsve sccess to (and approval for) sufficient land dispossl sites to provide proper tand
dispossl for: (Circle the appropriate point total).

3 or more years = 0 points;
24-35 months = 10 points;

12 -23 months = 20 points;
6-12 sonths = 30 points;

less than & months = 50 points

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 6 ______
Enter this valus on the calculation page at the beck of the CMAR, page 10.
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Bart 7: Wew Develooment

A. Plesse provide the following information for all sewer extensions which were installed during the tast
calender yeoor.

Design Population: Design Flow:

Desipn BODs:

8. Nas an industry (or other development) moved into the community or sxpended production {n the past yesr,
such that either flow or B0Ds loadings to the sewerage system were significantly incressed (10-20%)?

(Circle One)
Mo = 0 points; Yes = 10 points

C. Are there any major new developments (industrial, commercial, or residential) anticipated in the next
2-3 yeers, such that either flow or 80Ds loadings to the sewerage system could significently incresse
(Circle One)

No = 0 points; Yes = 10 points
D. Add together the point vaiues circled in 8 and C and place the sum in the blenk below.

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 7
Enter this value on the calculation pege st the beck of the CMAR, pege 10.

Port !, Operptor Certification end Ecucation

A. What was the neme of the operator-in-charge on Jenuary 1, 19917

B. What is his/her certification number?

C. uhat grade of operator-in-charge is required under Chapter NR 114, Wis. Adm. Code to operate the
wastewater trestment plent?

Grade

D. What was the grade of the operstor-in-charge on Janusry 1, 19912
Grade

E. Was the operstor-in-charge on January 1, 1991 certified at a grade level required in order to operate
this plant? (Circle One)

Yes = 0 points
No = 5 points

F. HNow meny hours of continuing education has the operator-in-charge completed over the last 2 (two)
calendar years? (Circle One)

12 hours or more = 0 points
Less than 12 hours = 5 points

G. Add together each point value you circled in E and f and place this sum in the blank below.

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PARY 8
Enter this value on calculation page at the back of the CMAR, pege 10,



Facility Name:

Bart ¥ FinencTel Statue

A.

Are User-Charge Revenuss sufficient to cover cperation and msintensnce sxpenses? 1f no, how sre ORM
costs being financed?

8. Equipment Replecement fund - GO TO PART C, if you did not receive s Wisconsin Fund or EPA Construct{on
Grant for the sewer system snd/or trestment plant.
A segregated equipment replacement fund is required if & Wisconsin Fund grant or o federal PL 92-500
grant wes received for treatment facility construction. This section must be completed by all such
grant recipients. Your response mey be used to determine compliance with the replacement fund
requfrement.
Are the repltacement funds in s segrepsted account? (Circle One) Yes No
Equipment replacement fund
Beginning Balence: Dete ____ ]
+ Addition: S_________
- Disbursements: $
Ending S8alence: Date $
C. Vhat finencial resources do you have svailable to pay for your wastewater
improvements/reconstruct fon/needs?
Port 10; subjective Evalvetion
A. Describe briefly the physical snd structursl conditions of the wastewster tresstment facility:
3. Describe the condition of the sewer system: (clear weter intrusion, Lift statioms)




Facility Name:

C. uhat severage system {mprovements does the community have under consideration for the next 10 years?

D. What wes the theorstical design Life of the plent and what do you believe is the remsining useful 1{ife
of the usstewater treatment facilities?

€. What problems, if sny, have been experienced over the Last yesr that have threstened trestment or
conveyance within the system?

F. 1Is your community presently involved in formal plenmning for trestment facility upgrading?

G. How meny days in the (ast year were there basement backups st any point in the collection system for ony
reason, except clogging of the latersl connection?

H. Ooes your plent have » written plan for preventstive ssintenance on major equipment tems? I[f yes,
describe.

1. Does this preventative msintenance program depict frequency of intervals, types of lubrication snd other
preventative meintenance tasks necessary for esch pisce of squipment? (Circle One) Yes No

J. Are these preventative msintenance tasks, as well as equipment problems, being recorded and filed so
future maintenance probiems can be nssessed properly? (Circle One) Yes Mo



Facility Name:

Nox meny times has the operator-in-charge attended Department of Natural Rescurces exem sessions in the
last two ysers?

What portion of the continuing educstion expenses of the operstor-in-charge were peid for by the
permittes? _________ By the operator?

Is there o uritten policy regarding continuing educstion snd training for westesster trestment plant
eaployees? (Circle One)

Yeos Mo

Explain

Describe sny msjor repeirs or mechanical equipment replacement that you made in the Last yesr and
include the approximate cost for those repsirs. Do not include msjor treatment plant construction or

upgrading programs.

Any additionsl comments? (Attach additionsl sheets 1f necessary.)




Fecility Name:

Point Celculation Page

1. Fill In the Values from parts 1 through 8 in the colums below. Add the rumbers in the left colum to
determine the CMAR point total that the wastewater system has genersted for the previous calendar yesr.

Actusl Yeives Haximgm Possible
Part 1 ________ points 80 points
Pert 2 points 100 points
Part 3 points 40 points
Part & points 50 points
Part 5 points 50 points
Pert 6 __________ points 50 points
Part 7 points 20 points
Port 8 points 10 points
TOTAL points 400 points

2. Circle the facility typs that best describes your plent's treatment and disposal of the wastewaters:

Multiplication
—factor
Mechanical plent with surfece water discharge = 1.00
Aerated lagoon or stabilizetion pond or septic tank/sand filter
with surface water discharge = 1.33
Mechanical plant using Land disposal of liquid wastes = 1.%
Aerated lagoon or stabilization pond or septic tank/send filter
using land disposal of liquid wastes = 1.60

3. multiply the total points from question #1 by the multiplication factor
you circled in question #2. This is your complisnce maintensnce point total.

X |
Total from #1 Multiplication
Factor

in Poi otel
0 - 70 pts. - Voluntary Renge

71 - 120 pts. - Departmental Recommendation Range
121 - 400 pts. - Departmental Action Range

4. In questions #1, do any of the point values in the left column equal the maximum (right column) that
could be generated for that particular gquestion? (Circle One)

Yes No

5. 1f the snswer to question 4 is yes, provide s written explanstion for this situation in the space below.

- 10 -



RESOLVED that the (City), (Village) of

informs the Department of Natural Resources that the following actions were

taken by (governing body)

Passed by a (majority)(unanimous) vote of the

Reviewed the Compliance Maintenance Annual Report which is attached to

this resolution.

Set forth the following actions necessary to maintain effluent
requirements contained in the WPDES Permit:

(a)

(b)

(e)

(d)

on (date).

F3400.

HI

Clerk

0

W

-1 -
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1989 COMPLIANCE MAINTENANCE ANNUAL REPORT SUMMARY

o

$
3
2
3
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3
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ARADIR
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o
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UI.I- mvumrmmmm

NT_ LM [MKC 1] [] -] [] [ ) L]
35080 | SCHODL DIETHCT OF SUPERIOR-4 CORNERS NWICLO | 5.0100 ) L] 1) 2 0 ] ] [ 8 | NO ACTION
20854 | SEVASTOPOL SANITARY DIST NO 1 LM Jow| 0.0760 1 ) o " [ ° ° o 0 | NO ACTION
90038 | SEXTONVILLE BANITARY tSTRICT 30 [J68 | 0.0800 » ] [] 14 o 0 ] ] & [PAS-EVALUATE FACRITY
21798 | SEYMOUR WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT M [wxc | a.87ea " s o i ) 3 ° o 0 | NO ACTION
T2e0t | BHARON VILLAGE OF SE |8z8 | o.2570 50 20 0 0 ] ] [ 0 0 | START BEWER REHAB FOR W
29792 | SHEBOVQAN DO COMP HEALTH CTR SE [JAS | o001 1] ] 20 2 0 20 0 ] o | NO ACTION
26411 | AHEBOYOAN SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT SE [IA8 | 183000 M ° o " [ » o 10 0 | NO ACTION
785450 | BHELDON SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT NWIPE | 0.8840 12 ] 0 12 0 o o v 0 | NO ACTION
20008 | SHELL LAKE BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT W [P | 0.9%0 19 2 0 12 0 ] 0 ] 0 |NO ACTION
31327 | HERWOOD0, VRLAGE OF M 14 | o060 ” ° % " . ® o W § | OPER CEAT
20100 | SHIOCTON UTILITIES LM [WKG| 0.1800 a ] 28 " [ ° 20 o @ JNO ACTION
20521 | SHULLABURG, TITY OF 90 [J08 | 0.2000 2 ] ] 7] 1 . 0 ] 0 |NO ACTION
$1301.00 | Sves Lake 8.0, = ] 10 ) 1 ] . o ] ] & | No Agtion
20081 | SAVER LAKE WASTEWRTER TREATMENT PLANT | SE 828 | 0.98% 40 ] ] M ] 2 ] ° 0 |NO ACTION
20024 | IREN, VLLAGE OF NW [PIP | 0.1000 42 ] 0 2 0 ] ] 0 0 [ONR-BOARDERLINE BEW EXT ELKS, IDENTIFY OPER
22071 | MATER BAY VWASTEWATER TREATIMENT PLANT iw Jawx | e.3000 [ a2 » [ 24 e B ° ® 0 | CONST UNDERWAY o
20290 | LINGEN SEVWAGE TREATMENT PLANT SE |JAS | 0.7600 o ] ] 10 0 10 2 20 0 |NO ACTION
27241 | BOLDIERS GROVE SEWAOE TREATMENT PLANT WC [TPB | 0.1160 76 ] 3 o0 [] 0 0 ] 0 |REPLAC FUND
#1118 | BOLON SPRINGS, VLLAGE OF NW({CLO [ o.11%0 " s n o ] ° 7] 0 | PAS_LAGOONS WET LANDS
30282 | SOMERSET, VILLAGK OF WC [PB | 0.1500 M 7 ° ] ° ) ] ® © | NO ACTION
70019 | BOUTH MILWALIKEE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLA|SE |JFF | #.0000 0 ) 0 10 ] 0 0 0 @ [NO ACTION
22292 | BOATTH WAYNE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT |80 ()08 | 0.06%0 s " 0 0 ° 0 o ] 0 [ NQ AGTION
20737 | BPARTA WABTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT WC [TPR | 1.8000] 210 | 100 @ ° ] o o S | CONST START §-20
21621 | BPENCER SEWER UTILITY NG (PN | o2se0] =7 o] 100 Q2 2% 80 20 ] ¢ | i-SLUDGE SPREADING
21087 | SPOONER SEWRGE TREATMENT PLANT W [PP | oesro| &1 ] 3 KT s ° ol v o [0 ACTION
80001 | SPAING OREEN, SEWAGE DISPOSAL PLANT 80 |GWO] 0.2000 2 o 0 18 0 10 ] [ 0 |NO ACTION
22373 | BPRING VALLEY BEWADE YTREATMENT PLANT WG P8 | 0.1090 ) s ] 10 o ) 0 )  |NO ACTION
30520 | 87 CLAMA CONVENT 30 [Jo8 | 0.1000] 40 0 o] ° ) 0 o 0 [NO ACTION —
20067 | T CLOUO LUTALITY COMMISSION 50 |08 | .00 T ] 38 26 ] ] 0 ¢ 6 | CONST UNDERWAY
2079 | 3T CROIX FALLS TP NWIPIP | 0.1000 [ 0 [ 10 [] [] ] 10 0 | NO ACTION
36000 { 8T CROIX MEADOWS MHPAANOFALL ING. WC (P8 | oolee [ s ) s ] o ) ] 0 [NO ACTION
31188 | 87 JOSEPH SANITARY O18TRICT WC J8E | 0.0500 ) ® 0 24 ] 10 0 ] 0 | O&M -CALIBRATIONS
22195 | BT NAZIANZ WATER & SEWER UTILITY N (4 | 0.130 I Y [ " ] ) ) ] o {NO ACTION
21887 | STANLEY SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WC (8T | 0.8974 7] a5 0 ] ] o ] 0 0 |NO ACTION
80084 | STAR PRANIE VLLAGE OF W |PS | o.osh a T} [ 2 ] ) b ) 0 [NO ACTION
32831 | STEPHENSVILLE SANITARY DISTRICY NO. 1 LM A8 €.0240 20 0 i L] ] 20 -] -] 0 |NO ACTION
20218 | STETHONVILLE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT NW [ PE 0.0450 (1] /] 40 q [] o -] [] 8 {NO ACTION
29872 {STEVENS POINT, CTTY OF NC WA | 4.1000 - 0 0 % 0 0 0 ) 0 |NO ACTION
36208 | TITZER SANITARY DISTRICT _ 30 |Ja8 | 0.0280 2 0 ) 2 0 ) [ 0 10 {OPER CERT
30341 { 8TOCK MFQG CORP AND DINNER CLUS LN JJH o8 20 2 @ ] ) 0 0 0 JOaM
21363 | STOCKBRIDOE SANITARY DISTRICT LM [ | 0.0500 48 [] [] 40 0 [] 0 0 § [NO ACTION
20304 | STODOARD, VILLAQGE OF WC | TPS 0.1120 2 L] o | ] L] ] [] 0 0 | NO ACTION
90928 | STONE LAKE BANITAARY DISTRICT NW |PE 0.0200 n 10 [} 13 (-] [) ] [ 0 | NO ACTION
20338 | STOUGHTON SEWAGE DISPOGAL PLANT 80 |GWO] 1.8800 [ 18 [} ™ ] 20 [] 1] 0 [ NO ACTION
25508 [ STRATFORD VRLAOGE OF NC 1PH 4.2000 47 0 4% 2 ] ] -] L] 0 |OAM-8LUDGE
76991 | STAUM (VILLAGE OF) BEWER UTILITY WC|BE | 0.1000] W7 [ 70 12 3 ) o o |Pa8_T0O BE SUBMITTED
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: Al _ Ll o PNt :

Z20ss | FRINCETON SEWAGE TREA 80 0B ] SaTe] i % s 8 & ] s B [HO ACTION
20834 | PULASKI WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT LM JGWK] 0.4880 229 45 100 L 44 0 ) 0 [] 0 [ FACILITY PLAN
20198 | FACINE WATER AFWD VIRTT EVWATER UTRITY SE (RIS | 30.0000 [ ) [] 3 i ] ] [] @ [if
90798 | RADISSON SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT NW | PE 9.0300 [ 20 3 0 ) ] ] [ 5 |ERA-31-90
#0007 | RAL-YVIELD EQUITIES § B0 |GWO| 9.0380 101 35 [ ) [ F2) [) 9 8 | F¥ BEWQ FREPARED
31180 | RANDOLPH, VILLAGE OF 80 OIS | 0.9100 14 [} [] 1% Q [] 0 ] 0 | NO ACTION
21418 | RANOOM LAKE SEWAGE TPREATWENT PLANT SE |JAS ] 0.4490 » 15 0 [2) ] 20 0 19 § | NO ACTION
21081 | READSTOWN SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WC {TPS | 0.0200 40 9 0 3 ] 0 [] 9 19 [NO ACTION
20729 | REDORANITE mrmmw LM (NS | 900 180 80 2 28 0 0 0 Qe 0 | FP RECOMMENOED
20371 [ REEDSBURG SEWAQE TREATMENTPLANT 180 |JaS | 1.4000 o0 0 [] 10 0 30 20 [ 0 | NO ACTION

) 71342 {REEOSVILLE WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACRLITY LM Jim | 0.9e00 22 [ [] 32 ] [] [] [ 0 | NO ACTION
20808 | REESEVILLE, VILLAGE OF 80 lous | 9.1000 132 [ [T [ ° [] [ 2 § [ NO ACTION

] IO [PREVEY MLAGEOF = [sojsas ] sexs0] 12] o 0 12} o} o 0 0] $ {NO ACTION j

20044 | RHINELANDER BEWADE TREATMENT PLANT NC [OWHT 1.0000 [ 0 0 [ ] 30 0 0 0 {NO ACTION

20017 |8 LAKE, VILLAGE OF NW(PE [ 0.0080 2¢ o o 19 o] o] o] o] t[NOACTION j T
35581 | IS MOUNTAN METROPOLITAN SEWERAGE DiSTRIC [NC jrH | d.0e00 " K] “ «f] o] © v w o | NQ ACTION
21088 [RICE LAXE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT NW PP | 20000 "2 0 80 12 0 [ [ 9 0 | ONR LOADINGS

____ 20100 |ICHLAND CENTER SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 80 [J03 | 10000] 108] 40] 20] 3] 8 x 10 9 8 {NO ACTION .
91000 | RICHMOND TN 8D #1 WC i P 0.0078 14 0 0 19 Q ) ) 0 10 [FP-08-9!
35404 | RIDOE VIEW 1NN, INC. WCIBE | 02500 @ 0 3 s8] o] o] ol 8l 0 [CUM-OPERATIONAL ADJUSTMENT -
21208 mmwmmnm WC ST 0.0320 114 [ Q 1" 0 0 0 9 10 | PAS-FON SAMPLER
31348 | NOGEWAY, VWLLAGE OF 80 {Jas | ©.0080 160 30 [ 18 [ [ 0 [ § 1NO ACTIOMN
30649 | MDOEWAY COUNTRY CLUB, INC. 1M A8 ] 0.0000 [ 0 [] 40 [] 0 [] 0 0 | NO ACTION
20117 ] IO BEWADE TREATMENT PLANT 8G i/ ] o.11801 381 of 1 ] ) o ] o |NO ACTION
21032 | FIPON WASTEWATER FACILITY 20 [OU8 | 28000 e [ 20 26 [] 0 [ [] 0 | NO ACTION
20384 |RIVER FALLS, CITY OF, MUNIGIPAL UTIITY WCIPS | 1.00001 48 a o 18 ] % o o 0 INO ACTION
9049¢ | AVEREDGE COUNTRY CLUB NC |ARD | 0.007% [1] 0 [ L] [] ] 0 [ 10 [ FOND MAMN. OPER. CERT.
20134 |ROBEAT S, VILLAGE OF we Ira 0.138 10 a ] 10 - a [] a e 2 INO ACTION
290041 JROCK BPRAINGS SEWER AND WATER UTILITY 00 {yvas | 0.0780 [ 0 40 26 0 [] [) 0 § [NO ACTION
20122 1ROCKOALE, VILLAQE OF 80 lown 60248 4 [} [ M a [ [ [ e iPas 4 1m0
22002 mummrmvmmt g1 M {3 | 48190 152 48 30 0 3 | 2 ° 9 § JCONSTRUCT 1991
20527 | ROCKLAND WATER AND SEWER UTA TS We |8E 0.0400 7 40 [ % 0 ] [ [ 8 INO ACTION
23428 [POSENDALE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANTS 80 JOJ& | $.2140 184 () 18 14 [ 50 [] 20 # |CONST YO BEOIN
$381¢ | ROSHOLY SEWER COMMENION R X ] ¢ [ = S [ [] [ 4 [ PERMIT COMPLIANCE SCHEDILE
20079 JRONBURY SANITARY DRSTRICT #¢ 80 |awO] 6.6200 133 68 ¢ n [ [] [] ] 0 | ER 7-31-90
20837 |ROVAL SCOTT %%'-‘-'F-‘-%’S‘-‘?-‘-"d?-. LA [OWK] S.ss2¢ 182 78 % 32 S s ) s § |FACRITY PLAN
2007¢ | ROZELLWILLE SANITARY DISTRICT NO 1 NC [P | 0.0300 48 0 18 4 o [] [ [ 10 | OPER CERT
21296 |RUCOLPH SEWAGE TREATMENT PUANT NC AND | S.1300 182 % 08 L] € ¢ [ s ¢ [ON-12-18-30
20319 |AUSSELL TN SANITARY DISTRICT &1 NC | W] ©.0300 [N [) 20 N [] [] [ ] 0 | NO ACTION
28355 JSALEM UTRITY ISTRCT NO. 4 5 j8is | . 1335 s 5 k. ] -] ] % Sy F.P
31490 | SALEM UTILITY OISTRICT NO.2 SE (828 | 6700 18 [ 0 16 [ [] 0 [] 0 | NO ACTION
81014 {SAND CREEK 8.D.71 LAt 89355 i i [] §i [ 9 [ § © | NO ACTHON
81221 | SANGER 8. POWERS,CORRECTIONAL CENTER LM JMKC] 0.0000 (1] 2 1] 4 Q 0 [ 1] D JNO ACTION
30729 ] BAUR CO HEALTH CARE CENTER B ]JGS ] 0.04 43 L) 2% 1] 9 [ 9 G G | NO ACTION
21858 | SAUKVILLE SEWER UTRLITY 8E [JAS 1.0000 191 [] 0 1e ] 20 0 L] 0 [NO ACTION
80834 | BAUK-PRANIE SEWERAGE COMMIBSION 50 [Jas | 1.0000 &2 2 [] L L] Q [] [] & | NG ACTION
31704 | SAXON SANITARY DISTRICT NW]CLO | 0.0140 3 7 [] 11 0 0 0 0 § | REPLACMENT FUND ]
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3 2 R i £ 58 3 daind
20843 | WEBSTER, VILLAQGE OF, SEWER UTILITY NWIPJP | coso0) 120)] &0 ) 2 ] 0 ) ) ]
25761 | WEST 8END, CITY OF 8E (A8 | $.0000 18 ] ? " ] 0 ] 3 3
20000 JWEST BALEM, VILLAGE OF o WC |8 0.8200 197 18 [ n [) 10 [ [ [
21702 | WEATBY GEWAGE TREATMENT PLANY WG |TP8 | 02208 ” ®© o 14 ] 0 0 ¢ )
20754 | WESTEFRN RACINE GO SEW DIST SE |25 | o.%248 1 ° 0 2 ® ° s ' ]
22250 |WESTFIELD DISPOSAL PLANT 80 (DM | 0.4500 3 [] " 12 0 P ° . s (MO ACTION
2007 | WEYAMPWEGA WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT __ [LM [MKC | 06060 24 w ® [ » w ) ) 8 {ER UNDER REVIEW
20781 | WEYERHAEUSES BEWAGE TREATMENT PUANT NWIPE | o.0800 72 2 " » ° ] 0 ] 0 | NG ACTION
31011 | WAEATLAND WOBILE HOME PARK SE 878 | e.0090 Te * 26 ] ° 0 ) ] 8 | RECOMMEND ENQINEER STUGY
#0852 | WHEELER VILL OF W |8T | 0.0250] 158 [ 1] 12 ) a [y o 5 JER 11-30-80
90496 |WARTE LAKE, VLL OF NG IPH | poso0] 22 e (] 14 ° 0 a 2 ® | NO ACTION
20870 |WANTERALL, CATY OF WCIBE | 1.2000 ) ] . 2 [ ] ] ] © | MO ACTION
22047 | WHITELAW WASTEWATER TREATMENT FLANT __ |LM |J0W | 0.1000]  #0 ) 0 @ ] ] 0 ) @ | NO ACTION
20001 | WIRTEWATER WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT _ [8E (828 | 3.4500 " ) 0 ( ] 2 ] 0 2 | TOO MANY BASEMENT RACKUPS
1608 |WITING BCWAGE TREATNENT PLANT NC |WA { 0.0000 W ] 0 " ] ] ° » 0 | NOACTION
9007t |WILO ROSE, VILAGK OF tM (XS { 0.090 7] W 40 ] ] ] ] ] & |CONST FRESHED
32140 | WALAON BEWER UTRITY WC IP8 | o020 W [] ] 4 ] [ ° ? 9 [NO ACTION
22483 | WALTON WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT WC [TPa | 0000 100 «© [ T ] ] I ] o [ONA 12-3-80
21938 | WINNECONNE SEVWAGE TREATMENT PIANT 10 JAS | 0400 o) 5 [ " ° ° S ® o [NO ACTION
20009 |WINTER VR LAGE OF NWPE | 0.0800 ™ 0 ° 2 ] ° 0 0 10.1NO ACTION
20811 | WS ACADEMY S jOIB 0.0348 " 9 48 AQ ] L) [ % 8 | NO ACTION
2078 mmmtmop_m - NC [ WA a.1270 n ] [ " ] [} ] L) 0 JCONST 70 8TART
32014 | WAS CORP OF BEVENTH OAY ADVENT-00 SEEX 30 [0V | 0.1000 2 ) ] . ) e ) 2 10 JOPER CERT
31402 |WiS DELLS-UAKE DELTON BEW COMM 20 |00 | 2.0300 2 0 0 2 10 "] 1 ) 0 | ONR-SLUDGE
25844 | WIS RAPIDS REWAOE TREATUENT PLANT NC (RAD | sooo0] 170] & 0 « [ %0 ] W 0 | PAS UNDER AEVIEW
30006 | WIS BTATE DHES FLAMBEAL STATE CAMP WA IPE | 0.0100 a3 2 s v ° ] 3 v Y0 | DMR REPORTS
90470 WA STATE OHBS FOX LAKE CORR INT 80 (DJ8 { 0.0000] 179 ) ] 27 ] o o [} B | NG AGTION
80207 |WAS STATE DHES-ETHAN ALLEN SCHOOL 8 {8X8 | 60400 [Ty " 10 % T o ] v 0 [FP BEMNQ PREPABED
80721 | WS STATE DIES-KETTLE NORRAINE OOR INST BE |JAS | 0.0000] M1 0 ) ) ] 2 0 10 0 {FACATTY PLANNING SINCE ‘72
26701 | WAB STATE DHBI-LINGOLN HILLE SCHOOL NG [awt| 0.0788 « % ' T o ° ] o 0 [(AGOON LEAK BTUDY
80308 | WIS BTATE DHES-MCRAUGHTON CAMP WNC |JTN | oo12a] w2 [N [7) Y ] ] ? ? I {CONSTR REPARS
20418 [WAS STATE DIBI-80 Wi COLONY-TR SCHOOL, o (828 | 04430 a [ ’ ) o ° ) ] 0 {NG ACTION
30440 {WIB BTATE DNR COPPER FALLS BT PARK W Qo | o018 87 o b ® ] o ) ] 0 | OPERT CERT
34005 [VAIS STATE DNA PATTISON BT FARK NwCLO | u.02%0 3 ] [ F) o ° 0 0 & [ER RECOMMENOED-DECHLOR
28163 |¥WAS BTATE DN PIE LAKE BY PARK SE |JAS | 0.0020] 110 ] ™ 0 ] ¢ [ ] 10 JCONNECT TO HARTEORD
B1086 | WIS STATE DNR-BLUE MOUNOS 8T PARK B0 |J09 | 0.0050 7] 3 ° v 0 ] 0 ] § |NO ACTION
31547 {WAS STATE DNA-BONG RECREATION APEA S€ (928 | 0.0102 - ] o . [ ] ] T 10 | NO ACTION
#0330 | W8 STATE ONR-LONG LAKE REC AREA SE JJAS | 0.0100 2 s 5 s 3 ° 0 ] o | FACRLITY PLAN
20043 (WS STATE DNRPENINBULA 6T PARK M {GWK] 6.0400 ~» ] « 2 ] ) ] ° ¢ |ER- 04-30-80
31879 | YRS STATE DNR-YELLOWSTONE LAKE §7 PARK 80 [Ja8 | 0.0014 0 3 2 ) ] 0 ? ] | NO ACTION
30868 [ WS RTATE DOT-EAST TROV RERT AREA 3 SE (876 | 0.010 3 [ ¥ M ] e ] ] 0 | NO ACTION
80411 |WAS BTATE DVA-VETERAND HOME AN [MKC] 0.2000] 187 7 3] ® ? ] ] ] & |ONR-06-30-00
0481 mnarswv:@_gvmonwenam NwiCLo | 00112 90 £ ] 2 [] 9 [] [] & {OMM SAMPLING
20444 | YRTTENBERO SEWER DEPARTMENT ' |B30 | 0.2800 [ » » 11 ° * Y ? 2
36482 [WOLF TREATMENT PLANT LM |880 | 3.0000 [ ® ° 0 ] % ] ? o
mens | WORNEWOC, VILLAGE NC {WA 9.1400 2 % 9 14 q 10 9 L] 0 JM-CONTROL CLEARWATER, MISC ACTIOM
41093 | WOODLAKE rmao't-.'ﬁ’xmzmuo. LID S0 e £.0100 ¥é 20 [} 12 1 ] [] ] 8§ {NO ACTION




STURQEON BAY UTILITIES

. 2.0200

21113 I LM jow 0 0 ] 0 [] 0 [)
00807 | 37. BEDE PRIORYICTR we st | o.000e 0 1 0 0 ] 0 0 [NO ACTION
31076 [SUAMICO SAN. DIST#1 LM (oW | 0.2000 0 o] 1 [ 0 [ g 0 [ONR-SLUDGE
31844 [ SULLIVAN SAMITARY DISTRICY #3 80 jawo] ©.1000 [ ] 1 [} [ [ [ o [NO ACTION N
28888 | SULLIVAN BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 30 lawol 0.0800 0 ] 10 0 ol of of ojnwoacrion
20478 [ SUN PRAIRSE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 90 jawo] 3.1000 § [] 14 0 ] [] 10 0 [NO ACTION - o
26803 | SUPERIOR SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYATEM NWICLO | 5.0000 18 [] » 0 20 0 [ 9 ] OMM-SAMPLING
30431 [SUPEMOR VILLAGE OF nwiclo | 0.0540 [ 0 [ [) [] ] [] 0 |NO ACTION
20877 | SUOMNG SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT s Iaso I a.1000 0 ] 40 [] 50 [] 0 0 [PAS-DISINFECT o
20850 mwneummm FACILITY o€ JJAs | 1.0000 8 [ 3 [] 50 0 10 0 [FP DATE?
21881 I TAWVI Oh SEWANE TREATMENT PLANT we lun T noan 4 48 [ ° o o ° °
22322 | THERERA SEWER § WATER UTILITY 80 |DJ® | 0.5600 0 5| .8 ) [ ° N0 ACTION
22818 [ THOA® WASTEWATER TACATMEMT PLANT w fus | paden o s 2 ] [] 0 ] 0 [NO ACTION
61263 [THOUSAND TRALSING NC {WA [ 0.047¢ [) 40 (] F] [ ] [] 0 [NG ACTION
2553 [THACE LAKES SANITARY DeaTuCY &4 2o lawn! 09310 a ] 2 [ [ o [ 10 {NQ ACTION
22049 | TIGERTON VILLAGE LM 830 | 0,1000 [ 0 0 0 0 [] [ 0 |NO ACTION
21318 [ TOMAN BEWAGE TREATENT PLANT woitrs [ 1.0300 [0 2¢ 2 a 18 [] 18 8 INO ACTION
21048 | TOMAHAWK CITY OF NC JawH| 0.4200 ] 0 34 ] 80 0 ] 0 [O4M PLAN REPLAC FUND
20000 | VONY BEVWAGE T FEATMENT FLANT NWIPE | S0 45 € [0 o ° [ ° 8 loaum
20006 | TREMPEALEAU SEWAQGE TREATMENT PLANT WC |BE | 9.1380 50 9 34 [] 0 0 [ 0 |ONR BOD LOADINGS
8631 | TURTLE LAKE, VILLAGE OF WW P | 0.75% s [ s 0 0 ] [ 8 1NO ACTION
S0538 | TWAN TITV EAST /LA SON weirs | o080 10 [ 40 0 0 [ [ 0
21008 muws-umiﬁiﬁﬁe“mﬁnﬁ? SE |BLY | 0.7100 o [ 54 ] ) $ ® 8 [0 ACTION
26600 | TWO RIVERS WASTEWATEN TREATMENT PLANT LM J4 | 4.4000 0 0 20 0 10 [ 0 0 [NO ACTION
26640 | UNION CENTER, VILLAGE OF . NG {WA | 06.0600 [ 3 40 o ) [ ¢ & [CNR-10-31-82
2829) JUNION GROVE SEWAOGE TREATMENT PLANT o€ jurs | 1.0000 [ (] 2 3 9 [ 0 0 |NO ACTION
90520 JUNTY TOWNOF NG |PH | 0.0781 108 40 [} 2% [ o [] ° § JONR 129180
21831 [VALDERS VILLAQGE OF L o | o.1800 [T} [ [] 3 3 [ [ ] 0 [FP 12-31-01M 9-30-81
22484 [VERONACITY OF 80 |GWO] 0.6250 102 [T w = ] ] [] o  |OHR-FROGRESS RETOMT -07-91-80
30300 [ VESPER, VLLAGE OF NC JRRD | o.00 =] 10 10 27 ] 0 [ 0 0 [FP RECOMMENDED
20028 | VILLAGE OF POTTER LM JAM ] 0.0400 40 [ [] 40 0 0 0 [ @ 18O ACTION
21149 [VIOLA SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT we iTPs | 0.1000 ™M [] 18 [X] 0 [] 0 [] 0 | NO ACTION
21920 VIROOUA SEWAGE TREATMENT PUANT WC [TPS | 0.9000 40 19 [ 2 [ 10 [] [] ¢ NGO AGTION
22012 | WABENO SANITARY OISTRICY #1 NC JOWH] 0.1000 [ 0 0 27 0 0 [ [ 0 [NO ACTION
22471 [WALDO WASTEWATER UTILITY ~ |a€ jias | ©.1000 [ 0 [ 40 0 10 0 [] 0 [NO ACTION
31481 [WALWORTH COUNTY METRO SE {828 | 3000 44 o ] ] 20 ] [] 10 0 |NO ACTION
90258 JWARFENS, VILL OF wofrrs | o0l : [ 0 14 0 [] [] [] & | OPERATOR CERTIFICATION, EST. REPAIFVREPLACEMENT,
27675 [ WASHBURN WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT Nwiclo ] e2s00| 2n [ 78 2 0 0 [] 0 s |FP 8-30-80
30881 | WATERLOO SEWAOQE DISPOSAL PLANT 50 Jawo] o8300] e1] s o] s 0 0 ] 0 0 |NO ACTION
20541 | WATERTOWN, CITY OF R |80 Jawo] 8.2000 [ -] [] 1% 1" [ 0 [] ° 0 {NO ACTION
20071 [WAUKESHA, CITY OF 8€ [829 | 10.0000 180 0 40 2f %2l o o [ 0 |[NO ACTION
30490 |WAUPACA, CITY OF LM IMxC] 1.2500] 8 ) 0] 38 9 20 ° 0 0 [NO ACTION
22777 | WALUPUN SEWAQE TREATMENT PLANT 80 {ove | 18000 0 [ ° 10 0 0 0 [ 0 |NO ACTION
25739 | WALISAL BEWERAGE UTRITY ne Ir | 9.2000 [3 [] ] 40 3 0 ] e 0 [ CONST UNDERWAY
80011 | WAUSAUKEE WATER & SEWER UTRLITY LM {as | o.0600 104 0 20 28 ) 0 ] 0 0 JONR-05-30-80 j
an178 [WALITOMA, CITY OF s as [ 04800 188 70 ° 34 18 2 0 o]  o[Pas(s-20-90) SLUDQE ,
22278 | WAUZEXA SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT wo [TPs | 0.0800 ] [ 2 ) [) 0 [] 10 B |NO ACTION o
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20008 “%é. & 5 ] S 254 2 ;:'.u: RGBS a3 -;w BB ¢ 258 R BRI o 2
3y &% g { oo RS H 3 : %2 A 5 5 AN % o4 > 3 S
oosrummsremmmmannm SE |JAs ) 0 0 1. 0 20 0 ] 0 [NO ACTION
30803 | ORCHARD MANORA 80 1308 | o 0 20 ° 10 ] ° ° 0 0 |NO ACTION
0001 | OREGON MAUTSCIPAL VATER ARD SEWER UTAITY 180 JOWD) 8.5030 ] & e 72 ° o s s 8 [NOACTION
21700 | ORFORDVILLE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 80 |GWO) 0.4000 . ] 0 0 ] ] o 0 0 |NO-ACTION
25020 | COCEOLA BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT d (XS Y T o] 1 [IRE] ® o] JoPERCERT
750% | OSHKOSH WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT L |8 | 20.0000 » ] & 28 [ ] 0 0 0 |NO ACTION
25048 [ OSSED SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT weC [8€ | 0.2210 2% ] 10 [] ] ] 0 0 ® [NO ACTION
20040 | OWEN WATER SEWER UTRLITY WC [MB | 0.4380 13 [ [ s ° ° ° ° 0 | NO ACTION
52077 |OXFORD, VILLAGE OF 80 |08 | 0.0800 3 ] 2 s s s ¢ [ 0 INO ACTION
00933 | PACKWALIER BAN. DIST, #1 _ 80 |Ous | 0.0800 2 0 ° 1 ° ] ] ° 0 |NO ACTION
26082 | PADDOGK LAKE BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT o€ (828 | o.m70 2% 2% 0 ° . ° ° o 0 |NO ACTION
30401 | PARAMSK) MOBIL HOMED (TOWN OF BRISTOL) _ SE [B28 | 0.0400 - 0 % @ ° ° ° 10 0 | NO ACTION
71044 | PARDEEVILLE WATER & SEWER COMMISSION 80 jooe | 0.3142 T4 2 1 [ ° ° ] 0 0 [NO ACTION
20030 | PARK FALLD SEWAOE TREATMENT PLANT WAIPE | tots0] e © ) » [ ° o 10 o [ER 7-30-80
22708 | PATCH GROVE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 80 |Ja3 | 0.0280 . ] 0 . 0 [ ° o 0 |NO ACTION
20047 | PENCE.TOWN OF W CLO | 0.0620] 120 [ 0 a0 ° 0 0 ] 0 [OMM-REPLACEMENT FUND
7281 | PEPIN BEWAGE WASTE TREATMENT PLANT wo (P8 | s.100| 12 © ° [ ° 20 [] 0 o JonR-12-31-00
30061 | PESHTIOO WATER & SEWER UTRLITY LM [880 | s.0600 9 1 ) 18 ] 50 ] ] 0 | ONR-SLUDOE-08-21-00
29050 | PHELPS BANITARY DISTRICT # 1 NG |ovm] 0.1000 2 ] 2 2 0 ] [] 0 o [NO ACTION
218638 [PHILLIPS STP _ NW[PE | 0.6630 n [] 3 4 ] ] [] ] 9 {NO ACTION
25118 [PIGEON FALLS SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WG | BE 0.0500 [ 0 0 s [] [] [] [] 9 [ NO ACTION
20037 |PIKES BAY BANITARY DISTRICT MW {CLO | 0.0980 M 0 ] 27 ] 0 ] ] 10 | NO ACTION
31009 [PINE VALLEY MANOR 80 [Ja8 | oose2| 118 0 3 a0 W ] ] ] 0 |EQUIP. REPLAC,
26711 | MINEVIEW MOBILE HOWE PARK WG [BE | 0.2000 73 % [] 3 [] 10 [] [] © |NO ACTION
20494 |PITTOVILLE WATER AND BEWER DEPT. NC |RRD | ©.0900 30 20 ] 10 ] 0 0 0 0 | ONR LOADINGS
36048 |PLAIN, VILLAGE OF 90 |JGS | 0.1080 16 Q Q 10 Q [] Q [] 9 {NO ACTION
00082 | FLAINFIELD, VILLAGE OF (C RS 0.0070 0 ] (] 10 [ 0 Q ] 0 [ NO ACTION
20426 | PLATTEVILLE SEWER DEPT. 80 }Ja8 ] (1.e000 32 10 0 1 [] 0 0 1 0 {NO ACTION
#0831 | PLEASANT ACRES NURBING HOME NC [WA | 0.0200 T} ] i 2 ° ° ° 0 0 (NO ACTION
20300 | PLEASANT PRAIRIE UTIL DIST D s€ |A28 | 04090 a 0 s ’ ] ° ° 0 ® | NO ACTION
30741 | PLEASANT PRANIE UTILITY DIST 73-1 8E {818 ©.4000 42 [ 0 2 (] [ ] [ ] 10 9 | NO ACTION
27998 | PLOVER (WLLAGE OF) NC WA | 08500 [ 0 ] 4 © o 20 10 0 |NO ACTION
2143t nwuwmrmmmm WC P8 | o0.0000 7] 18 ] " [ 10 ] ] 0 | NG ACTION
31064 | PLYMOUTH TOWN BANITARY DISTRICT # 1 80 {aWO| ©.0300 » ] ] " e ° ° 0 10 JOPER CEHT-EFF FLOW MONTTORING
30031 | PLYMOUTH UTILITIES COMMISIION (WUNICIPAL) o€ [Jas | 1800] 117 0 0 2 s 0 ] 10 0 |[FPDATE ?
20481 mmmmmmrumw NC |ARD | 0.8000 [ ) 3 20 E ] Q [ [] [ 0 | N-CONTROL CLEARWATER
20400 | PORT WASHINGTON WASTEWATER TREATMENT FLAISE [JA8 | 100001 198 * " 4 10 50 7] ° © [ NO ACTION
20670 | PONT WANG TOWN OF NW|CLO | 0.0240 “ 38 0 ) ] o ° ° 8 | PAS SAMPLERS CERT.OPER
35000 mmeremrmnor 80 |OJ8 0.0410 17 78 48 3 0 0 ] L] 8 | NO ACTION
20427 | FORTAGE BEWADE TREATMENT PLANT __ 80 |oUe | 2.0000 2 © o 12 0 [ ] 10 8 | NO ACTION
21547 | POTOB! WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 80 [J08 | 0.3300 “ 0 0 M ¢ [] ° 10 0 | PAS-FOR SAMPLER CHLOR/DECHLOR BYPASS
31991 | POY SIPP1 SAMTARY DXSTRICT LM |8 | 0.0480 ] 28 17 o ] 0 0 § | NO ACTION
2100Y | POYNETTE SEWER UTIUTY 80 |0 | o100 | 112 " 0 [ o ® ° 10 8 |FP RECOMMENDED-PLANT EXPANSION
20287 MWMMLMWFW WG [TPS | 2.0000 ) 0 40 20 ] [] [ (] 0 |[FP 12-31-00
25178 | PRAIUE FARM BEWAGE TREATHMENT PLANT Nw[P» | 0.0600 ® 0 20 %0 ] 0 ] ] 9 | SLUDGE REMOVAL 7-15-80,0PER CEFT 6-1-0)
21078 | PRENTICE, VILLAGE OF NW [ PE 0.1000 2 L) [ = Q [ [ 10 0 [NO ACTION
22403 | PRESCOTT SEWER UTLLITY wWC [PS 0.3500 149 [ ) [-] 3 ] 20 [ 10 0 |FP 10-21-80




MONDOVI WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT we |13 o] & 4] o] © o
20342 | MONROE, CITY OF 90 [owo| 3.6700 1 0 5 [ 0 0 0
24013 uomeuomtwmﬁemm 80 |OUS | 0.3000 N § 0 [ 0 ] [] I @ | NO ACTION
24321 JMONTFORT SEWER DEPT 20 [Jas | e.0680 ] 16 18 ] 0 0 0 0 § [NO ACTION
24330 | MONTICELLO, VILLAGE OF 80 [GWO| 6.1840 | 145 5 ) 2 [ 80 ] ] 0 | Pas—{o- 1-S0)-DISINFEC SAMPLING
22300 | MONTREAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT N |cLo | e.es00 3 [] ] 18 [ 0 0 10 © | FAS—{4-30-82) DECHLOR
90712 [MORRISONVILLE SANITARY DISTRICT S0 [GWO| 0.2010 N 1% ° ] ] [] v & 0 [ NO ACTION
27390 | MOSINEE WATER AND SEWER UTRITY NG [PH | e.8500 [ 0 ] 30 ] 10 10 [ ¢ | FP RECOMMENDED
35863 | MOUNT CALVARY _ 90 [OUB | 9.i700 183 ] [ 26 s s s e 8 MO ACTION
208007 | MOUNT HOPE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 80 [Ja8 | e.0200 19 0 0 4 s ] [] 0 10 [ NO ACTION
20281 [ MOUNT HORES 80 |GWO| ©.8000 147 s % =2 [T £ [] 10 ¢ |CONST UNDERWAY
40840 |MOUNT TELEMARK LODGE nwicto | e.1000 [ [] 0 ” ° 10 [] 10 0 JONR RECOMMENDED
20208 | MUKWONAGO SCWABE TREATENT FLANT C A R S e ¢ 18 e ] e 10 0 |NO ACTION
00815 | MUSCOOA, ILLAGE OF 80 JJas | o.1280 133 o s 18 0 ] ° 0 0 | FP RECOMMENOED
20133 | NCCEONH, VILLAGE OF, UTRJTY DEFARTEENT MO JWA T .0,1300 a8 0 ] 2e ] 20 ] 0 0 [NO ACTION -
20085 | NEENAH-MENASHA SEWAGE COMMISSION LM |8 [ 18.0000 24 0 0 4 ] 10 0 10 0 [NO ACTION
#1702 | NERLBVRLE, CNTY OF wey Tus 1 o z00 =] [ a 22 [] 10 20 0 0 [NO ACTION
20813 | NEXOOBA, CITY OF NG JARD | 0.5000 120 18 [ 3 0 ] ] [] 0 [FP 8-1-91
Z9es0 [ NELDON BANITARY DISTIRCT 7 1 we T somol 248 [ 7] 20 0 e ] 0 0 [FP 12-1-00
90008 | NESHKORO, VILLAGE OF 80 [oU8 | ¢.0000 (1] 3% 0 17 0 0 0 [ 0 |NO AGTION
036 | NEW AUBUT, VRt OF welar T e0e% aa [ 1% [ 0 [ 0 0 0 [NOACTION
79990 | NEW BERLIN PUBLIC SCHOOLS st Jazs | v.02e0 w0 ] s 0 0 0 0 0 0 [NO ACTION
20001 | HEW GLARUS WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT _ 150 [JG8 | 0.2880 1] 18 0 40 0 ] 0 0 0 |FP BEING PREPARED
20000 mmstmmmtmmmw LM JJH | 1.3%00 40 ] [ 0 ] [] 0 10 o [NO ACTION B
20050 | NEW LISBON SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT _ ne Iwia | o2000f 150 [ 0 10 (] 30 0 0 0 [FP UNDER REVIEW
24929 | NEW LONDON WASTEWATER PLANT LM Jwxe | 10080 [ 0 ] 4 [] 0 [] 0 § [NO ACTION
z2aa? | NEW MEDIOD RENAS SERVICES OF WISC ING o€ jars | o.0260 0 ] [ 40 0 0 0 [] 0 [NO ACTION
21248 | NEW RICHMOND we [ P8 0.9460 40 ° 0 10 [ 20 ] 10 6 [ NO ACTION
4811 mg\mmmm o€ [Jan | o.2200 160 ] » 40 ° [ 0 0 0 [ FACILITY PLAN
29447 mmtnmmmeoummm LM 830 | 0.3000 50 20 0 30 0 [ 0 ] 0 [NO ACTION
20108 |NICHOLS WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT LM [mxc ] e.0800 [Z] 0 0 2 0 20 [ 10 0 | PAS-DECHLOR
91483 | NORTH BEND 8.0, M1 WC M8 | 6.0100 "» 45 [ 12 o] o 0 ] 10 | NO ACTION
20011 [NORTH FREEDOM SEWERAGE UTILITY 80 |Ja8 | o.0700 a7 1 [] 0 0 0 . © [NO ACTION
35478 | NORTH LAKE POYQAN SANITARY DISTRCT L e | o.030 1 0 o] [ 0 [ ] 0 [NO ACTION
00879 | NORTHERN MORAINE UTILITY COMMISSION o€ Juas | e.e000 °
#1140 | NORTHLAND MISSION INC. e LM [830 | 0.0¢50 131 ] 0 F2) 0 0 [ 0 0 |ONR-08-31-90
24981 | NORWALK, SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT ~ Jwc]res [ 0.1400 48 0 0 30 0 10 0 0 § [NO ACTION
31470 | NORWAY TOWN 8.0.01 scazs | orso0| s2] =] w] = ] ° [] ] 0 |NO ACTION
31250 |OAXDALE SANITARY IXSTRICT _ we [1re | o.ors0 ” 2% [] 13 ] 0 0 0 0 [CONST 5-21-90
24900 [OAKFIELD SEWAGE SYSTEM _ 80 [oys | o.3080 [Y] 25 0 12 0 ] 0 [] 0 | NO ACTION
21181 | CCONOMOWOC WASTEWATEN TREATMENT PLANT [SE [JAS | 4.0000 " 0 s [T 0 30 20 19 0 |NO ACTION
22070 [ OCONTO FALLS SEWAGE DISPOSAL PLANT LM |8SO ] 0.9780 % 0 18 14 [] 10 [] [] 9 | NO ATTION
22661 | OCONTO UTILITY COMMISSION M [8S0 | 17000 114 ] 0 34 0 50 30 L] 0 | ONR-SLUDGE -08-30-80
28481 [OGEMA SANTTARY DISTRICT NW[PE | 0.0380 173 0 100 2 0 ] [] [ 10 JO. & 8.
285011 | OMRO MUNICIPAL SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT LM JA8 | 0.8400 27 0 ] 22 ] [ [] 0 0 [NO ACTION
20850 | ONDOSSAGON PUSLIC SBCHOOL NW|CLO | 0.0120 ° ABANDONMENT
20763 | ONTARIO SEWAQGE TREATMENT PLANT WG [TP8 | 0.0080 % ] [ 20 8 ] ° o o |NO ACTION 1
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80 jOIB | 04900 137 L] L 0 L 0 9 o
%789 [LONE ROCK, VILIAGE OF 80 {68 | oosTo| w{ 1% 0 o @ 0 o o ® |NOACTION
20271 {LOWELL, VRLAGE OF 8 [oob | ooan] a2] ol ol W ) 3 [) ® 0 {NO ACTION
22179 |LOVAL BEWAQGE TREATMENT PLANT WC W8 | o200a) 48 6| 0 3 [] [ o o |NO ACTION
31917 [LUBUIN, VRAAGE OF NWIPE | 00200] 18 ' 9 [} 6] o] o @ [NO ACTION
21442 [LUCK BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT NW [P3P | 03650 [} v EY ) o] ©of o o {NOACTION
21011 |LUXEMGURG WASTEWATER TREATMENT PUANT 1AM toWwK] 04000} a4 o] 1] 1 ] v L3 ® |NCACTION
05488 [LYNOON STATION NC{WA | oossa| ®4) 40 ol _wl o ) ] 0 © [PERMIT COMPLIANCE 8CHED
31541 JLYONS SAN. OIST, 92 $E |78 | 0.1000] 21 ° s] 1 ® s 8 0 8 |NO ACTION
0758 | MADELINE SANTARY DISTRICT __ WWICIO| vie0] 48 o) 41 m @ ) ) o 0 [ONR-SLUDGE
24507 [MADISON METROPOLITAN BEWERAGE DISTRICT __ |80 jawo] soooo0] 2] o 0 D ) of o 8 NO ACTION
32361 | MAIGEN ROCK,VILLAGE OF WCIFs [ ao20]| 2] 1w ° C3 0 K 8 |NO ACTION
20608 | MANAWA SEWER OEPT M [MxC| om0 % ) a] of el 1w 0 [NO ACTION
24801 | MAHSTOWOC SEWAOE TREATMENT PLANY (A JIN 168000 M1 o [y ° ) 3 0 {NO ACTION
20710 | MAPLE LANE HEALTH CARE CENTER il a8 | ooad] ™ ) o 3 (3K 9 91 10 |OPER CERT-LEAKING LAGOONS
20009 |MAPLE BCHOOR, DEST-NORTHWESTERN MIDOLE SCHINW [CLO | 0.02701 31 ol _of 1 0 o] o] & & {OPER CERT
20000 | MAPLE SCHOOL DIST-NORTWESTERN MIGH SCHOOUNW |CLD | 2.02781 40 0 o) @ 0 9 ° ® & |NO ACTION
70273 | MARATHON WATER & SEWER DEPT NCIPH {03000] 18] 1] &0] de] af v ° 0 |A-BLUOQGE STORAGE
$1081 | MAISBEL SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT L 1O | 008001 a1 [ of 28 [} [ ] o 0 {0 ACTION
26702 | MAMINETTE CITY OF WASTEWATER TREATMENT PUALLM [BSO | 426001 e8| &0 ol e I ) [ )
20770 | MARION SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT LM [MKC] o200 33| 3% o] ° ° o ) oju
24818 |MARKESAN JOINT WATER AND SEWER UTILITY 80 jDJ8 ] D.J%80 L4 ) L] 12 ] ? L L) 0 |NO ACTION
24827 | MARSHALL SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 80 JGWO! aswo| #7| 78 o] 2 ° 0 o ° 0 |NO ACTION
21024 | MARSHEIELD WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT __ ING [RAD | 36000] 26 s 0 () §| 1w ° 9] o|NOACTION
%7160 [MATTOONVRLOF (M jO8 | ooaro| 02] 98 §] ° ¢ el W o |NO ACTION
20838 | MAUSTON SEWADE TREATMENT PLANT NCIWA {07000 18] e} 2 0 0 ° 3 ° © JONR-11-30-80
24843 [WAVVILLE BEWER UTRITY SO |08 | vo00] 22} ol ef vaj o] w} ol 8] o[NOACTION
24651 | MAZOMANIE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT S0 JGWO! o.t@0| M| 0 o] » o] ® 0 0 0 JONR-SLUDQE -00-30-00
36731 [MEOFORD, CITY OF MWIPE | o0 ] ° e 2 ) e ol ® 0 [NO ACTION
20311 |MELLEN SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WNfCLO | ore00] eef 78 0 2 ° 0 8 0 o {ONR-FLOW SO0
24072 | MELROSE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WC |M8_| 0.0500| 143 o] 10 ) ) ) 0 ] 0 [OAM-SAMPLING
94700 {MENOMONIE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PUANT___ WG |87 | 28007 58 v & ' ] (3 I 0 0 [NHO ACTION
20602 |MERCER, TOWNOF, 8.0.8 1 NWlClo ] stom| & a o] ol 0 ° 4 |FP RECOMMENDED
20180 [MERFILL SCWAGE TREATMENT PLANT NC [aWH| 2at0] % o ] % 0 ° 0 0] 0 |REPLAGFUND
24732 | MERRILLAN, VILLAGE OF WC|MB | does0| 47 of 3 0 o oy o 9] _ S |NOACTION
#1042 | MERPINAG, VILLAGE OF %0 [Ja8 [ oos0| 3 oy 10 ° v ° 0 © | NO ACT-BY END OF #0 MONITORING WELL UPGRADE &
79742 | MIOOLE RIVER HEAL TN FACKITY WWICLO | ooaso) we| 8 1K a ) 0 ° 3 |ONR-BOD REPLACEMENT FUND
31500 | MIAN 8.0, _ NC|PH | oos0a| 42{ @ 8] 17 0 3 ol w0 0 |CONST UNOERWAY
22381 | MILLADORE BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT NC JARD { 6.0420 (L] 0 L] 2 L 9 ¢ ] 10 JONR 12-1-90
24741 | MRLTOWN SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT NWPJP | oos00] a2f 10 of 7 0 ® ol o 0 {NO ACTION
00453 |MILTON WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANY —|BO 1GWO{ 0.3000 [ 1] [ 28 18 4 0 0 .4 0 |NOACTION
24767 | MILWAUKEE METROPOLITAN SEWERAGE DISTRICT J{SE | FF pooooco| & ® o | = v Y M) 0 {NO ACTION
20778 | MAWAUKEE METROPOLITAN SEWERAGE DITRICT 8|SE | JFF_1120.0000 ? 0 0 2 6 ° o] o 4 [HO ACTION
25108 | WINDORO BAMITARY OISTRAICT ¢ WC|8E | aasc] | °] = [ [ o] o 0 |Pa3.AERATORS
24791 | WINERAL POWNT MUNICIPAL SEWAGE PLANT 80 [Ja8 | ow] = 3 o] = o ° 3 ) 8 [HO ACTION
385099 | MINONO, VILAGE OF WW PP | o000 % ° o] 2 s ® ° s © |NO ACTION
21309 | MISHICOT WATER AND BEWER UTRLITY UM [JUH | 0.1880 1 188 0 %0 » ° ] ] ] © J-CONTROLL CLEARWATER, PREPARE FACK.. PLAN,
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30308 80 |awo 28 s ] 0 ° ) °
20070 [JUNGTION CITY, VILLAGE OF NC [WA | oose0]| 140 o 100 o ] 0 ) ] °
21474 | JUNEAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 90 |0U8 | v.e300 2 ) ) ) ° ° 0 10 0
30778 | JAL O ING GO HERBERT JONES 80 |DJ | 0.0000 % ] [) 2 ] ] ° ] ]
38548 | KEXOSKEE-LEROY SANITARY DISTRICT 30 |0U8 | v.0378 " M s 0 ° ] ] ] 0{0. 4 M,
00070 | KELLNERSVILLE, VILLAGE OF LM |34 | 0.04%0 21 [] 0 ] 0 o ) ) 0 {NO ACTION
90224 |KELLY LAXE 8.0. 91 LM |08 | o000 110 ] ) ] ] ) ° ] ® |FP RECOMMENDED
20610 |KENDALL SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WC [TPS | 0.0700 [ 0 ° ) ° 0 ] ]  [NO ACTION
28703 | KENOSHA, CITY OF, WATER UTILITY BE |B28 | 20.0000 20 [] ] " 0 0 0 0 0 [NO ACTION
21733 [ KEWASKUN SEWAQE TREATMENT PLANT BE [JAS | 1.0000] 191 ] . E ] ) 0 0 20 |FACLITY PLAN
20179 | KEWAUNEE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT LM [OWK| 0.6500 ) ] ° 24 ° ] ° ] © | I-REDUCE CLEARWATER
20141 | KIEL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT LM [ | oes20] 102 T ° 12 20 ] 0 [) 0 |NO ACTION
29249 | KIELER SANTARY DISTRICT # 1 30 [JGS | 0.0900 10 ] ° 10 ] ] 0 ° o [NO ACTION
27071 | Kimberly-Clark North office m |pe 110 ] 0 0 0 ) 50 ° 0 {no action
38421 | KINGETON, VILLAGE OF B0 |osm | 00z13| 133 ol 100 0 0 ) ] ° 0 |NO ACTION
#0600 |KNAPP, VILLAGE OF WC [8T | o.0e0 a ] s 2 ] ] o ° 0 |NO ACTION
20041 | KNIGHT, TOWN OF ww|cLo | o.0320 T 20 ) 17 0 ] o ° 0 |NO ACTION
30488 | KNOWLES MANAGEMENT CORP, wnw|cLo | o.0074 [ 1) 10 32 [] 0 ° ° 0 [NO ACTION
28199 | KRAXOW SANITARY DISTRICT LM |B90 | 0.1000 [ ° ] 36 10 ] ° ) 10 | RESPOND BY 6-30-80(88 BYPASS, LEAKAGE AND FLOW
20681 | LA CROBSE, CITY OF - BARRON ISLAND WC [BE | 0.0400 ) ] ] . 0 0 [ 10 0 | NO ACTION
20487 | LA CROSSE CITY OF WC |BE | 20.0000 73 ] ) 2 0 ® 0 . 0 | NO ACTION
24468 | LA FARGE SEWAGE YREATMENT PLANT WC |TP8 | o.1720 0 ° ] ] 0 10 ] ° 0 | NO AGTION
20878 |LA VALLE, VILLAGE OF, SEWERAGE UTIITY FUND |50 |JaS | 0.0870 e ® ) 20 ) 0 ° ° 0 | P48 44 1-00)-REMOVE EFF MANHOLE
20011 |LACROSSE MOBILE HOMES ING BROOKVIEW MHPMH|WC |BE | 0.0200 “ 0 ° % ) 10 o . 0 [NO ACTION
71326 | LADYSMITH WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT NWIPE | o.sas0| 108 ) 3 0 0 0 ° ° 0 | CONST UNDERWAY-NEW PLANT
21130 |LAKE OENEVA WASTEWATEN TREATMENT PLANT _ [SE |BZS | 2.4350 o] % ° [ 0 . 0 ] 0 | NO ACTION —
31184 | LAKE MILLS, CITY OF _ 90 Jawo| 16200 12¢ ° ) 1 ) %0 ] 10 0 | CONST UNDERWAY-PLANT UPGRADE, EXPANSION
31420 | LAKE NEBAGAMON SEWAGE COMMISSION NW|CLO | 1.0000 T 0 ] 12 ] 0 0 0 § | FP RECOMMENDED
36374 | LAKE TOMAHAWK, SANITARY DISTRICT #1 NG [oWH 1 . o 1 ) 0 ] 0 0 | NO ACTION
0313 | LAKE WAPOGASSET-BEAR TRAP LAKE BAN DIST __ [NwW [For | e.0800 2 0 ] 7 0 ) o ) 0 | NO ACTION
20338 | LAKELAND COLLEGE o€ |JAS | oos0| 168 % 0 0 0 ) ° ° 0 | FACILITY PLAN" *
61347 | LACELAND SANITARY DISTRICT NO. 1 N PP | e 52 0 ° 12 0 0 0 ° 0 | NO ACTION
22037 | LAKELAND 8.0. #1 (WOODRUFF -MINOCOUA) NC |GWH] 0.7800 % ° ] " ) 0 2 ° © | NO ACTION
30732 | LAKEVIEW MOBILE HOME PARK LM |8 | so1za]| 100 70 ) 2 ) ) 0 ) 0 | NO ACTION
24503 | LANCASTER SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 30 |J08 | 9.7400 7 ° 0 2 s ] ] 0 0 | ER BEING PREPARED
29368 | LAND O LAKES SANITARY DTRICT #1 NO [own] s.0000 ®© s s «© 0 o ° ] 10 | OPER CERT
70502 | LAONA SANITARY DISTRICT NO. | NO [aWat] s.10m0| 12 ) 0 2 ) ] ° 0 0 [CONSTR 8-81
31926 | LARSEN-WINCHESTER SAN. DIST. UM |8 | 0.0600 2 ] 10 [ ] 0 ) ° ® [NO ACTION
31384 | LEBANON SANTARY DISTRICT 80 [0Ua | .00 " % 18 2 ] ] ) ) % [OPER CERT
81381 | LENA SEWER UTILITY LM [830 | v.12%0 8 ] 0 1) ] 0 ] ]  [NO ACTION
21828 | LIBERTY SAN, OIST. #1 M [2H | 9.0600 0 o ° 7] ] 0 ] 0 S |NO ACTION
36447 |UME WIOGE 80 |Jas | s.oiss 12 s ) ] ) o Iy 0 % |NO ACTION
21880 | LINDEN SEWAGE DEPT 30 [Jas | ».0800 T ° ° 3 0 30 ] ] s | PAS-COMPOSITE BAMPLING, DISFIDEGHLO, SLUDGE ST
31968 |LITTLE SUAMICO BAN. DIST. &1 1M Jas | e.04%0 17 ] ° [ o ] o ) & | NO ACTION
22187 | LIVINGSTON SEWAOE DISPOBAL PLANT 80 |J08 | 0.4320 2z ] 10 12 ] 0 0 ] 0 JOAM
22018 | LODI SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 90 |DJ8 | 9.3200 a2 0 ] 2 0 20 ] 0 o [NO ACTION
29114 |LOGANVILLE WATER & BEWERUTRLITY %0 [Ja8 | o050 | 113 » % 20 o ] ° o 0 JOAM




1989 COMPLIANCE MAINTENANCE ANNUAL REPORT SUMMARY

24130 |GRATIOT, VILLAGE OF 90 (408 | 0.0500 5 ] 3 «0 ° 10 o 0 o [NO ACTION

20991 | GREEN BAY METROPOLITAN SEWERAGE DISTRICT |LM | OWK | 82,6000 £ ] s 20 0 0 0 ° 0 [NO ACTION

21770 | GREEN LAXE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 90 {0JB | 02828 12 ) 0 12 s 20 ° ) 0 | NO ACTION

20249 | GREENWOOD SEWERAGE TREATMENT PLANT we [ma | o0.2210 79| 2500| 4000| 1400] 0.00] 000] 000] 000] 0.00]ONRLOADINGS
22701 | GRESHAM SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT LM Jas [ o0.18%0 0 0 50 " ] ] 0 [ o joam

24171 | RAMMOND, VALAOE OF WG P8 | v.a840 ) 0 [ 3 ) o 0 ] 8 | ONR-10-30-80
35149 | HANCOCK, VILLAGE OF LM [#8 | o.0800 a8 o 28 2 ] 10 0 ° § |NO ACTION

38480 [HARMONY GROVE - OKEE JOINT SEWERADE COMM. |50 |D/8 | 0.4250 82 [) 15 . ° 0 0 10 0 [NO ACTION

20192 | HARTFORD SEWAQGE TREATMENTY PLANT SE |JAS | 2.0000 52 0 0 2 ] o ° 10 0 [NO ACTION

81000 | HAUGEN VILLAGE OF NW[PJP | 0.2400 29 0 0 " o] [ 0 ] 0 |NO ACTION

24201 | HAWKINS, VILLAGE OF NW]IPE | 01180 12 ° 0 [] ° ] 0 ] 0 [PE8_8EWER AEPLACEMENT
21121 | HAYWARD SEWER AND WATER UTILITY NWIPE | o.7720 W ° ° " ° ° o ] 0 [NO ACTION

24210 |HAZEL GREEN SBEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 80 1J09 | 0.1780 12 0 ] 12 ° ] 0 [] © |NO ACTION

31232 |HEART OF THE VALLEY METRO SEW DIST LM [MKC| 8.5000 &7 s o 2 ] 30 ] 0 0 [NO ACTION

31278 | HEWATT SANITARY UTRITY NC (PRD | 00813] 2% 0 ) 18 ] ° o ° 0 |FP 4-1-90

23081 | FODEN MEADOWS MHP 80 oy | o030 140 ) 20 20 ° 20 0 ] 0 |NO ACTION

36750 [HIGHLAND, VILLAGE 80 [Jas | 0.0850 % 0 50 . 0 0 (] 0 o Joam

21270 | FILBERT WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT LM (A | oo 264 M %0 1 ° ) ) ) 0 |ONR-02-16-91
25403 | HILLPOINT SANITARY DISTRICT 80 [Jas | o.0108 52 0 38 ] ] o ) ) 0 [NO ACTION

20583 | HILLEBORO MUNICIPAL WASTE TREATMENT PLANT WG |TP3 | 0.5000 27 18 0 12 o [) [] ] 0 [NO AGTION

28223 | FINGHAM SANTTARY DISTRICT 8€ [JAS | 00500] 129 o 7 ™ 20 ° 0 ] 0 |PAS BUBMITTED
24238 |HIXTON BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT __ WC |MB | 0.0400 34 ] 0 " ° ] o 10 0 |NO ACTION

20339 | HOLCOMBE 80 #1 C/O HOWARD RICKER WC |8T | 0.0250 % [ 0 10 0 ) ] ) 0 [ER9-30-90

28207 [HOLLAND (10VWN OF) SANTTARY DISTRICT #1 LM Jawk] 020001 2641 ] 24 o 10 ° ) NO ACTION

31300 | HOLLANDALE VILLAGE OF 80 |Ja8 | 0.0300] 114 0 [T 21 0 ° o 0 0 |NO ACTION

24261 |HOLMEN MUNICIPAL SEWER DEPT WC [PE | 0.8100 2 0 0 4 0 o 0 10 0 [OAM-AMMONIA NITROGEN
20142 | HOLY FAMILY CONVENT M {0 | 0.0000 ) 1 ° n o ° o o 0 |NO AGTION

20231 |HORICON WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT S0 [0ua | 0.5620 [ o ) 0 [ 0 ) o 0 |NO ACTION

22098 | HORTONVILLE BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT M |8 | oasoo (") ) [] 14 0 20 ] ° 0 |NO ACTION

21670 | HOWARDS GROVE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLAN[SE [JAS | 0.2000 n 13 ] 18 2 W 0 o s [N 7-2-00

24279 [HUGSON SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT welps | 1.1000 o8 0 0 . 0 50 o 10 0 | PAS-FOR SLUDGE
20010 |HURLEY SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT wwlcto] o.s000 10 10 0 0 0 o 0 ] 0 | REPUACEMENT FUNO
20301 [HUSTISFORD BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 90 Joss | o.1500 ta» 0 = %} ] ) ] 10 0 | CONST UNDERWAY-PLANT UPGRADE
32088 |HUSTLER VILLAGE OF NC [WA | 0.0214 75 40 ° 7 ° 0 o ) 0 JONR 1-30-91
24287 | INDEPENDENCE SEWER UTILITY WC [BE | 0.1060 18 0 0 18 ] o ] o 0 |NO ACTION

60276 | INTERLAKEN RESORT VILL. GO ANVAN CORP. SE (88 | o.1760 3 Y [ 32 ] ] ) ] 0 [NO ACTION

21717 [1OUA SEWER UTILITY LM [WKC | oz170| 137 %0 20 2 25 10 ] o 0 JONR-POD-07-01-90
30638 [IOWA-GRANT JOINT SCHOOL DIST 80 [JaS | 0.0100 @ ) [] 0 [} ) 0 0 0 |NO ACTION

20438 | IRON RIDGE BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 80 [aus | o.tt7a| 112 [T ) 2 0 ° [ ) 8 {NO ACTION

22448 | IRON RIVER SANTARY DISTRICT #1 NW [CLO | 0.0000 7 25 1 is ] 0 o ° 0 [FP 12-31-01

31038 | IXONIA SANITARY DISTRICT # 1 80 |awo] 0.1000 2 58 ] 12 0 ) ) 10 0 | NO ACTION

21006 | JACKSON SBEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT SE (JAS | 0.8700 I 0 ] [0 0 10 0 10 & [FACILITY PLAN
21755 | JAMESTOWN SANITARY OISTRICT # 3 80 [203 | 0.0008 [ [ ° 13 ° o 0 ] o [oM

30627 | JAMESTOWN SANITARY DISTRICT #2 50 |J33 | 0.0100 118 13 100 ] 0 [ 0 0 0 |NO ACTION

30380 | JANESVILLE WATER POLLUTION CONTROL UTILITY |80 [Gwo] 17.1880 ] o ) . ] ™3 [ ] 0 [NO ACTION

24333 | JEFFERSON WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 80 |owO| 1.7000 ] ) ° 4 0 0 ) 0 0 [NO ACTION

22181 | JOHNSON CREEX, VRLAGE OF 80 [aWO] 0.2000 12 [ [ 12 1] 0 [ [] 0 | NO ACTION




90923 | EVERGREEN WO HM PX G/O DOLLINS & CO RE 80 [Ja8 | 00200 72 o ] 2 0 2 ] ] 0 [NO ACTION

31620 | EXELAND, VILLAGE OF NW[PE | oo 3 13 ] s o ] ° 0 o [oaM

38200 | FAIRCHILD, VILLAGE WC 8T | 0.0010 32 0 18 ] ) ] o ] 0 | NO ACTION

21440 | FARWATER BEWAQGE TREATMENT PLANT 80 (0B | e.0500] 178 s 40 17 0 ) 0 ] 0 [ER7-1-80

25070 | FALL CREEK SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WG ST | 0.1848 4 0 0 10 3 20 ] ] 0 | NO AGTION

2073 rm.uvsnaewmnmmemrum 80 (058 | 0.1820 sa 2 5 [ ] 0 ] ° 0 | NO AGTION

3981 | FENNIMORE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT S0 |JAS | 0.6200 T v ] i) o ] ° ) o | N0 AGTION

31411 |FENWOOD VILLAGE OF NC |[PH | 0.0200 O 25 0 10 0 ] 0 [) 10 | LEAKING LABOONS MEETING
20974 | FEFTVILLE BEVWAGE, TREATMENT FLANT WG |IPD | 9.0400] V67 = ® = ] ] 0 s § [FAC PLAN 11-1-80

90880 | FIFIELD SANTARY DIST NO 1 NW|PE | 0.05% % 8 18 1 ° ] ° 0 10 |OPER CERT-POOR MGT OF PONO LEVEL
38703 {FiSH CRCER SANITARY DiSTRICT WO 1 LM |GWK| §.7500 [ (] L) S S ] [ 1 $ .m%f-‘vv%
22448 | FLORENCE MUNICIPAL STWER SYSTEM (M [880 | o.1090 2 0 0 [ ° ° ] 10 % |NO ACTION

29000 | FONG DU LAC WABTEWAT ER TREATMENT PLANT 180 1DJUS | 11,6000 ) ° s 22 [T} o s 8 s InNg ACTION

30060 [ FONKS MHP, KANSASVILLE SE [828 | 0.0200] 119 0 [T 3 0 ] 0 ) 0 | IN CONSTRUCTION

2esss [FOMm e NS VOR(VELE ac [nzs | o.1000 " 10 0 1 o ] ° ] o INO ACTION

36021 | FONTANA-WALWORTH WATER POLLUTION CONTRO | € |628 | 1.7100 (] ] 0 . ) 0 0 0 0 [NO ACTION

24023 | FOOTVILLE SEWAGE TREA | MENT PLANT 80 |awol 5.0820 o [ 3% 16 0 o ) ] 0 |NO ACTION

32123 | FOREST JUNCTION 8AN DIsT LM [ [ .02 . % s » ) o ° ] 0 | -CONTROL INFILTRATION
80747 | FOREST BANITARY DISTRICT NO 1 WG I8€ | 0.0078 -“ ° 0 2 0 ] ° o 10 {CERT OPER

20004 | FORESTVILLE BANITARY OOMMISSION a Jowk| ©.0800 % 0 10 12 o ] ° 0 0 |V1-CONTROL CLEARWATER
22080 [FORT ATKINSON SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 30 lawo| 2.7000 | 184 w0 0 [y 0 ) 0 20 0 |PUAN & SPEC $-30-%0
22420 | FORT MCCOY - US ARMY WC [TPS | D.5000 [ ] [ ) 0 0 ] 20 0 | NO ACTION

24040 | FOUNTAIN CITY SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WC[J8 | v.2100 21 ° ] 1 o ) ° ] & |NO ACTION

31092 | FOX LAKE WATER POLLUTION CONTROL COMMISSIO| 50 [OJ8 | 9.4850 [7] 0 40 s 10 0 0 0] o |NOACTION

21377 | FRANCIS CREEX SEWAGE TREATMENT PULANT LM |3 | e.0700 10 s ] 7 (] ° ] 0 0 [NO ACTION

20254 | FREDERSC SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT Nwiese | o280] 2] o 50 10 0 0 0 0 0 | ER 8-30-90

20000 | FREDONIA MUNICIPAL SEWER ANO WATER UTILITY |BE [JAS | 0.6000 2 0 ] 12 0 10 20 10 * {NO ACTION

30384 [FREEDOM ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LM [MxC] e.0180 40 ] [ 40 0 [ 0 0 0 {NO ACTION

70042 | FREEDOM WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT LM [mxc] 01772 [ ] 0 » [] ] ] ] 0 {NO ACTION

26150 | FREMONT BEWAOE TREATMENT PLANT LM |MKG| 0.1000| 198 26| 100 2 0 ° ] 0 0 {ONR-07-01-90 .-

31780 | FRESLAND, VILLAGE OF 80 [Ous | e.0200 ] 0 ] 10 0 0 ° ° o [OaM-1

21728 | GALESVILLE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WO [BE | 0.3100] 260 0 50 ] 0 50 20 10 0 | &S SUBMIT

22268 | GAYS MILLE SEWER DEPT — wWe [TPs | 9.0000 Y] ° [ 34 [] ] ° ° 0 |NO ACTION

21083 | GENOA CITY SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT € |8 | 0.21%0 " » 0 ] [] o ] 0 o WO AGTION

2224 | GENOA WATER AND SEWER DEPT WO |TP8 | 0.0400 n 35 ) » ° 0 ] o 9 |NO ACTION

31577 | GIBBSVILLE SAN. DIST. OE |JAS | 9.0300 a2 % 0 (G ] ] ] o G | NO ACTION

22083 | OILLETT WATER AND SEWER COMMISSION M |08 | ¢.33%0 ] ] 8 12 ] [] ] 0 0 | NO ACTION

30937 | GRIAN, VILLAGE OF _ NWPE | e.1250 0 ] s ® ° e e : S M0 ACTION

70063 | GLEN FLORA, VILLAGE OF NwW[PE | e.0000 ] 0 ] . o ] ° ° 0 | MO ACTION

#0381 | GLENWOOO CITY wcire | s2e 2! s ) 1 ° ° o e T lopen cERY

29390 | GUIDOEN BAMTARY DISTRICT NW|cLO | e.1000 " 2 0 1" ° ° ° 0 o [NO ACTION

20844 | GOODMAN SANSTARY DISTRICT 91 id Iaao | e.osc0 " 15 0 0 o 0 o 10 S0 AN,

2014 | GRAFTON WATER AND WASTEWATER UTILITY € |JAS | 21800 o7 ° ] 2 0 ) ° 0 0 |NO ACTION

24208 |GRAND CHUTE-MENASHA WEST SEWERAGE COMM [LM (L8 | 3.0000 37 0 ] [ ] 0 » 10 ® |NO ACTION

36131 | GRANDVIEW 8.D. NW|CLO | 0.0327 1 ° ° 1 0 ] ] ° ¢ [NO ACTION

20008 | GRANTON SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT we [we | 0.0000 " ° 0 ’ ° ° . ° ® [NOACTION

90429 | GRANT SBURG, VILLAGE W [Por | 0.1280 210 0 0 21 0 0 [] 0 0 [no AcTION o
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22217 |CUBA CITY WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 90 |Jas [ 0.3000 10 0 ] 1. ] 0 0 ] 0
20354 | CUMBEFLAND MUNICIPAL DISPOSAL PLANT NWIPOP | 0.4000 » ] s T 0 0 o 10 (]
31148 | CURTISS, VLLAGE OF WC [u8 | 0.0120| 2e7 70 0 12 ° 0 ] [ s
30620 | DALE 8. 0. NO. 1 LM |08 [ ooeoo| 174 8] 100 20 0 0 0 o ]
23008 | DALLAS SEWAGE DISPOSAL PLANT NW PP | 0.1000 2 ] o 0 ] 0 0 ° ’
#0877 | DANE, VILLAGE 30 [owo| 0.0 ) o ] ) 5 ] 0 0 0
20188 | DARIEN, WATERWORKS AND SEWER BYSTEM 8E |23 | 0.1500 70 [ 28 © ] 0 ] [ ]
21018 | DARLINGTON SEWER AND WATER UTAITY 80 |J08 | 0.4340 " s s 0 ] 0 o 0 ]
23787 | DE PERE WABTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT LM | oWk | 14.2000 2¢ [ 0 = s ? ° ° 0
2078 | OE 8OTO, VILLAGE OF We [TPs | 0.0627 18 ] ° 1 0 ] ] ] °
75368 | DEER PARK, SEWAGE TAEATMENT FACRITY WG |PS | 00300 - ° ® 29 ° ] ° ] ) .
23744 | DEERFIELD SEWAGE TREATMENT PUANT 80 Jawo| e.1em0 ” . ] 12 ] 0 ° ° 0 | CONST UNDERWAY_COMPLET 8LU STOR TANK
22024 |OELAFIELD-HARTLAND POLLUTION CONTROL COMM SE [JAS | 2.2000 20 [ 0 18 o 0 ] 10 0 [NO ACTION
#0674 | DELLS BOAT COMPANY NC [WA | 9.0040 ° NOT SENT
0632 | DELLS BOAT COMPANY WITCHES GULCH NC [WA | 0.0040 0 NOT SENT
21741 | DENMARK WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT e Jawk] 08000 103 ® s . 0 2 0 ] 0 |FP UNDER REVIEW
20908 | DEVILE HEAD LODGE 80 [JGS | 0.0880 ® 0 . ] ° 0 ] ° 0 |NO ACTION
0841 | DEVI-BARA RESORT 90 |Ja8 | 0.0200 [ ] 0 21 ° ] ° 0 @ |NO ACTION
23017 | ICKEYVILLE SEWER DEPARTMENT 230 [JaSs 0.1700 10 [] [} 10 [ ] [} [] 0 0 | NO ACTION
81191 |DODAE SANITARY DISTRICT NO. 1 WC |8E £.0000 F 113 =0 100 2 0 ] [ ] 1 0 [OAM
26913 |DOCOEVRAE TP —_ [0 |ms [ osim] ] . e 0 ° ° 0 |NG ACTION
21871 | DORCHESTER WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANT _|WG |MB | 0.07%] 148 T 58 24 0 0 0 0 0 [FP UNDER REVIEW
21381 | DOUSMAN SEWER UTRITY BE |8Z8 | ©.0500 24 ] ] (] 0 o ] 10 0 |NQ AGTION
31882 | DOWNSVILLE SAN, DIST. #1 WC [8T | o.0z70 ] 0 0 2 o 0 ] o 0 |NO ACTION
31815 | DRUMMOND SANITARY DISTRICT NW|CLO | D.0e00 ] 20 0 n ] 0 ] 10 s [OPER CERT
30800 | DURANG SEWERAGE DEPT WC [P8 | o.4e00 " ] S T ° ] ) o @ [NO ACTION
31828 | EAGLE LAKE BEWER UTILITY 8E |628 | 0.4000 2 o 0 22 ] 0 ] ) ® [NO ACTION
22004 | EAGLE FIVER LIGHT & WATER DEPT NG JaWH| 0.4780 72 ] ] 52 ° 10 10 0 ¢ |REPLACEMENT FUND
20907 |EAST TROY, VILLAGE OF 8€ [823 | 0.70% 7 [ ° 12 ] 10 ] 10 @ [NO ACTION
22050 | EAU CLARE WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACRITY WG [8T 16.2600 [1] 0 [) 18 " [ [] [ & |NO ACTION
30716 | EDEN, VILLAGE OF 80 |DUB | 0.1500 n 0 . 14 5 0 ] 0 0 | NO ACTION
21704 | EDGAR WASTE TREATMENT PUANT NG [PH | 0.19%0 s ] 4t 10 ° o0 0 o 0 [NO ACTION
20348 | EDGERTON MUNICIPAL DISPOSAL PLANT 80 |aWO| 0.7000 4 ) ° 4 0 0 [ Q  |NO ACTION
28128 | EDISON ESTATES MOBRE HOME PARK LM JA8 | 00100 ) % 0 0 ] ] ] ] 6 |NO ACTION
01260 | EGQ HARBOR, TOWN OF LM |GWK] ©.4300 2 0 o 2 ° ] [ ° 0 [NO ACTION
29720 | ELCHO SANITARY OISTRICT # 1 NG |PH | 0.0800 2 ) s 9 ° ] 0 0 © | W-CATTAR CONTROLL
23692 | ELEVA 8EWER UTIITY WCIBE | 0.07m ) 0 " " ] o) 0 0 0 |NO ACTION
20014 | ELK MOUND WATER AND SEWER UTRLITY WC (8T | 0.1630| 2% (7] T « ] 0 0 [] ¢ [FP BEING PREPARED
21289 | ELLAWORTH BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WC [P8 | e.6000 » 0 s 2 ° 0 ] 10 ® |NO ACTION
23622 | ELMWOOD SEWAGE DISPOSAL PLANT WG (P8 | v.os00 7 10 7] 10 0 ° ) ] 0 |NO AGTION
23031 |ELROY WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT NC JWA | 0.2440 47 % ° 12 ° 0 ] 10 9 [NO ACTION
23049 | EMBARRASS UTILITIES LM [MRC] 0.1600 L] [} [} 14 ] [ ] [} [ ] 0 |NO ACTION
316007 | EMERALD AND OLENWOOD TOWNS 8.D. NO. 1 wWo {PrS 9.0128 » ® ] 12 [} 0 [ ] [ ] 10 JOPER CERT
1271 |EPHRAIM VRLAGE — LM JOWK] 0.2000 4 L] [} 4 ® o [ ] [] 0 | NO ACTION
20821 |ETTAIOK SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WC [BE | 0.0630 72 [ ] 12 o 0 [] 0 @ |NO ACTION
2058 | EUROACTIVIOADE, SPTING DREEN #0 |JA9 NEW PLANT, 1990
23987 |EVANSVR LE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PFLANT 80 lGwO] 0.0000 12 [] [] ] [ ] [ [ '] 0 [ NO ACTION




1989 COMPLIANCE MAINTENANCE ANNUAL REPORT SUMMARY

£s . <1oné [ ]9 3
23623 | CAMBRIA SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 90 [ous | 0.12¢8 " ] 0 1" ] ] ° ] 0 [NO ACTION
2003 | CAMBRIOOE WATEN AND SEWER DEPT |90 [awo] ¢.3430 | 0 " 11 [] 0 0 0 0 [ ONR-LOCATE HIOH BTRENGTH WASTE SOURCE
26000 | CAMP AMNICON wwlcio | e.00t 33 o ] 1% ] ° [] [] 10 [ NO ACTION
20810 | CAMPBELL SPORT SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 80 [DuB | e.6300 147 ] we] w] o ] 0 o] o |CONST FINISHED
22028 | CAROLINE SANITARY DISTRICT #1 TP ™ [890 [ e.0070 37 ] [] 16 0 ° 0 ) & | NO ACTION
31372 [CASCADEVL OF 8E [JAS | 0.1e72 3 ° 8] 200 o 0 0] o] o[NOACTION
23308 | CABCO SEWER UTILITY LM [awk] e.0700 » 16 [] 2 ] ° 0 ] 0 | NO ACTION
20918 | CASHTON, VILLAGE OF WG TP | 0.2100 5 0 0 10 s ] 0 [] § | NO ACTION
21423 | CASSVILLE SEWER DEPT. 80 [Jas | o.2748 70 ] ] 40 [ 20 ] 0 0 | P43-OIS/DECHLOR, SAMPLE SLUDGE
31001 JCAZENOWVIA, VILLAGE OF 80 |JG3 9.0460 120 50 2 10 10 0 9 [ 0 | ONR-06-01-80
90020 [CECN,, VILL OF LM 109 $.0800 L] 40 [ ¢ [] 0 ] [] 10 | OPERT CERT/WOM
20711 ﬁwmmiﬁAYﬁfﬂtw $E |JAS 0.4200 & 0 "W 18 Q 0 1] 9 0 | WO ACTION
20222 | CEDARBURG WASTE WATER € [JAS | 3.0000 12 ° ] 2 [] ] 0 10 0 [NOACTION
0283 | CENTUTA, VILLAGE OF NW |FaT | 00950 o ® & a o 0 ° ° 0 | NO ACTION
28344 | CHASEBURQO BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WC | T8 $.0000 32 ] Q Ed 0 0 0 Q 0 |NO ACTION
27506 | CHETER SEVWADE TREATMENT FLANT N [Por | o.3800 3 s 2% s s ] 1) ] © |NQ ACTION
3006t ammmnmm WC |MB $.0600 20 1] 0 21 [ ] ] 0 0 | NO ACTION
22700 | CHELTON WASTEVWATER TREATMENT PLANT THCRE " 20 1 18 0 [ ] [ © | MONITOR INDUSYT DISCHARGE S
73604 | CHIPPEWA FALLS WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT|WC [T | 60100 10 [ ° 10 0 0 ] 0 0 |NO ACTION
2004 [CHAISTMAS MOUNTAIN BAN DISTRICT 20 1308 1 e0as0 28 ] [ ] 10 ] ] 10 & |NO ACTION
31888 | CHULA VISTA RESORT NC [wa | oe720 42 ° [ 2 [] ° [] ° 0 | PERMIT COMPLIANCE SC/ (!
20700 { CLARK DOUNTY MEALTH CARE CENTER wo [Ma | eo27] a8 76 [ 4 0 ) 0 0 S [FP-SUBMITTAL 09-20-80
36708 | CLAYTON SEWER DEPARTMENT wwiror | eos00] 144 0 0 2 ] [] ] ] 0 [PLANS & SPEC 6-30-90
23630 | CLEAR LAKE SEWAQE TREATMENT PLANT W PP | 02404 ] (] 0 2 ] ] 0 ) 0 |NO ACTION
30848 | CLEVELAND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT LM JJH [ o.1s00] 218 [ a8 40 ] 0 20 0 0 |FP 12-31-90
22030 | CLINTON SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 30 [owo| ¢.3080 14 » ) 4 0 10 ) ] 0 [NO ACTION
21408 [CUNTONVILLE, CITY OF st [mxc| 1.0000 2 ’ ° 2 0 0 0 ° o [NO ACTION
32000 TCLOVER SANITARY DISTRICT NO. 1 nwicto| eooco] 118 » ] 2] o] o ] ° § | OAM-FLOW METER
20702 | CLYMAN UTILITY COMMISSION 80 Jovs | e.0800 © 9 18 27 ] ° ] 0 & | NO ACTION
21407 {COBO SEWER DEFY 80 ()08 $.0800 12 0 0 ] 0 0 0 [] 0 | NO ACTION
20214 | COCHRANE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT welss | eoro " 0 0 7 0 0 of o O[NOACTION
23056 | COLBY SEWAOGE TREATMENT PLANT NG |PH 9.3000 191 0 &0 L) 10 30 [] 0 6 ONR 1-1-81
22000 | COLEMAN WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT LM |880 | o.2780 26 2 0 18 0 10 0 [ 0 | NO ACTION
73663 [COLFAX SEWER AND WATER UTILITY WC (8T | 9.1000 [ 20 ] [ ° [] [] ] 0 |NO ACTION
22000 | COLLINS TRUCK SERVICES LM |RS | 0.00% 20 0 s [T 0 0 ° ) 0 | NO AGTION
00881 | COLOMA, VILLAGE M {AS $.0400 4] 0 0 13 0 0 0 9 0 [NO ACTION
21000 | COLUMBUS CITY OF 80 |OJE | 1.0000 0 ] ] 10 [] 20 ] ) 0 | NQ ACTION
20082 | CONCORDIA COLLEGE WISCONSIN o€ [sa8 [ e0s00] s 48] 100 40 ] ] 0 0 0 | ENFORCEMENT ACTION
29240 [ CONGREGATION OF BAINYT AGINED UTILITIES 0 jDsw | 9.9749 5 ] s 0 ] ° 0 ) G | WO ACTION
32422 | CONRATH, VILLAGE OF nwire | ecoes ] ] ° ] ] ] 0 ] 0 | NO ACTION
F1059 | CONBOLIDATED KOGIRONONG & U S0 JOWO) e.e000 35 s ] = ] s ) ] © | NO ACTION
20953 | COON VALLEY WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT _ [WC [TP8 | 0.1000 10 o ) [ 0 ° ] » © [NO ACTION
21500 | COTNNELL STWAGE DIoTOSAL PLANT welar | o308 = s [ 14 ° N 0 " & 180 ACTION
36277 | CRANDON WATER & SEWER UTILITY NC 0.2000 ] 10 0 12 ° » ] 0 0 | ONR LOADINGS
372 |CRVITZ SANITARY DS TEe0T LM |B3O]| 1200] e8| 0| 100 . 0 O [ 0 o | ONR-B0D-04-31-80
20790 | CROSS PLAING WATER AND SEWER UTRITY 80 04800 | 104 ) o . ) 0 [ 0 0 | ER RECOMMENDED
32114 |CRVSTAL LAKE SANITARY DISTRCT i T oo s ] 18 a2 8 ] o 0 © |NO ACTION




1989 COMPLIANCE MAINTENANCE ANNUAL REPORT SUMMARY

G226 | BELL AANITARY DITRCT MO, 1 Nwicio] e.000g ] ] o 9 ) ° 0 s ¢ IREPLACEUENT FunD
73081 | BELLEVILLE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANY 30 |owWO] e.20| 42 ] o] 12 o] =20 o] 10 0 [NOACTION

70418 | BELMONT SEWADE TRCATMENT PLAMT #0 1308 [ 81i0a] ™ B o] ol = s s © | NG ACTION

26000 | BELOIT, TOWN OF 80 (avio] 0000|328 0 ol = ] 0 ] o 0 [NO AGTION

73370 | BELOIT SEWER UTRITY_ 80 lowol sooel 2] el 5] 2 o] ] : § [CONST UNDERWAY-HEW PLANT
20672 | BENTON WATER DEPT _ 80 ()38 | 0.1210 7 o 3T ] 0 [ 0 & |OPER CERT

21229 | BEALIN MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANSO [0 | 1.6000] 88| & sl 1 3 ° 3] © RO ACTION

31313 | BETHEL LIVING CENTER NC [WD | s0is0) &7 8 0] o D v o D [OAM-DICE MAINT., SLUDGE REMOVAL
90003 | BRRGHWOOD, VWAAGE OF WHIe® | Gesn] 43 KD 0 ) 3 s s S RO ACTION

2691 mmmm LM (B850 | 0.0779 181 18 20 E ) ] 10 ] ] § |FP 123100

21084 ﬁiﬁmmwc:mumﬁfﬂu"u‘?m LM (T S5.5788 2 S i 22 [ ¢ O ¢ $ [ NO ACTION

23390 | SLACK EARTH SEWAGE PLANT — 80 |awo] o.160] 44 ] o] ? 0 o] 10 0 |NO ACTION

21954 | BLAGK IWVER FALLS WABTE TREATHENTPLANT _ |Wo MBS | o8s00) 1es) e8] 0| 8w ® ) § |NO ACTION

21108 | BLANCHAROVILLE. VALAGE OF 80 o8 { svosa] 17l | | = 9] = [ [ & | CONST URDERWAY
31950 | BLEAKER-STErotY BAN DiaT. NC (APD | 60300] ) o ] ] ° 0 0 | MO ACTION

20875 | BLOOMER WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT WC[ST_| tasc| s ] o] 24 ] 1 o] 10 o |NO ACTION

Soi08 | RO RANTn 2C jaes | eosss|  tral esl sl &= 3 ? o 0 siFFssie

23400 | BLOOMINGTON SEVWAGE TREATMENT PUANT 80 [Ja8 | boe0) W ] o] ° ] 0 0 © |NO ACTION

37955 JBLUT MOARIDS, VRLAGE OF 20 jawOl serzo] 62 el w| = : s LY IR § 160 ACTION

73418 {BLUE RIVER BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 90 (308 | oowof  ee o 2] 0 0 o] 10 0 |NO ACTION

P0992 | BLUSFVIEW ACRES, ING. S0 1568 | oo340) i81)] ) 18] 12 0 e 3 ) S |FF FECOMNENOED
73428 | BONOUEL, VAL OF _ (M (850 | 0.2500] e [ ol o] [ [ 0 [ONR-08-01-%0
72110 | BOGCOBEL WABTEWATER TRCATMENT PLANT 50 jias | cars] & : 3w S 5] © |NO ACTION

26900 | BOSTWACK VALLEY MOBILE HOME PK WC [9€ | o0200] 40 0 ) o o v o © [NO ACTION

21237 |DOVALR WRTER & BEVWER UTRITY T o501 oores ] 48 s ) 3 s 3 3 % | RO ACTION

00330 |BOVCEVILLE, VILLAGE WC (8T | 01200 = of _® 2 0 0 o] 10 ¥ [F&3.70 BE BUBMITTED
21291 | BOYD SEVWAGR TAEATMENT FLANT WO ST | ewetiy  es]| & HEERT) 3] 1o 5 5 0 [NO ACTION

23443 | BRANDON UTRLITIES SO DM | 01000 #1]| 8 o] ] 1w 2 ) 0 0 [NO ACTION

$1028 | DRAZEAU TNS D ND 1 LW {GS 0.0500 F [ 9 i3 o L] ‘@ [ 0 | NG ACTION

90348 | BRIGHTON DALE CTY PK 3 |78 | 00100 38 o %] ] 6 0 ] 0 | NG ACTION

29248 | BALL BCHOOL, FIGE LAKE SCHOOL BYBTEM W iew | swomu) &) % 9] 0 [ 3 5 0 WO AGTION

70443 | BANLLION BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT a4 (o | o] 2 s 0] 18 0 ] ° ] 0 [NO ACTION

22021 iﬁi‘mmmvuuu — € [BZD | 0.4800 a7 F3 35 z 28 1] [ [ @ (O ACTION

21903 | BRODHEAD BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 30 [J09 | 06000 29 ol 18] . (] 0 0 0 [NO ACTION

22138 | BROKAW BEWAGE TREATMENT FLANT L L 9.0700 140 0 [ & 9 ] [ [ & | CONST 70 START
3489 | BROOKFIELD, FOX WATER POLLUTION CONTROL CY |8€ [JAB [10.0000] 26 ] ° ’ ) 5] W] _w 0 | NO ACTION

23488 | BROOKLYN SEWAGE TREATMENT FLANT G (@WO)] §.0600 A 0 [] i# ] 9 [} L) 0 | NO ACTION

80084 | BROOKWOOD H 8, NOFWALK - ONTARIO 8CHOOLS |WC [TPS | 00070 | 11a] 10 o] se ] ° ] 5 0 | NO ACTION

21901 | BROWNBVILLE DEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 150 |DJa | 00763 | 110 o] ' ] 2 ] 0 0 [NO ACTION

32061 | BROWNTOWN,VILLAGE OF 86 [GWO| 00405 86 0] % 4 0 ° o ° 0 |NO ACTION

00143 | BAUGE WATER b DEWER UTRITY W PE | 0.3000) e ) o s [ 0 v ] © | NO ACTION

€154 | BAULE SAN. DIST, 01  __(wwilciojcotes] %] = ol 10 ] ? [ 3 8 {REPLACEMENT FUND
22920 |BURLINGTON WASTEWATER TREATMENT FLANT S {8Z8 { 2.6000 182 0 0 0 60 0 0 0 | NO ACTION

31881 [BURNETT SANITARY DNTNCT 80 [0 | o038t  es| 2] | 17 0 ? ] 0 0 |-CONTROLL CLEARWATER & ALGAE
30621 |BUTTE DESWORTE8.D. 91 iM [ALB | 0008  ®ef & ) ] ] ] ] 9 |NO ACTION

20856 | BUTTERNUT SEWAGE TREATWENT FACIITY MWW|CLO | eo000] | 3 0 . [ o ] [ 0]

23618 jCADOTT, VILLAGE OF WG |57 9.4770 10 ® 1] 19 o 9 o o 0 | NO ACTION
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23141 | ABBOTSFORD DISPOSAL PLANT NC {PH 80 0 [] [} 10 [] 0 0 |NO ACTION
23158 | ADAMS WATER AND SEWER UTILITY NC |WA [) 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 | ONR-SLUDGE STORAGE
80127 | ADELL, VILLAGE SE |JAS 0 0 40 ] 0 0 0 0 | NO ACTION
21199 | ALBANY, VILLAGE OF 80 |GWO 0 L] 19 0 0 [ 0 0 JONR
20748 | ALGOMA, CITY OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL PLANT LM Jowk 10 0 40 0 L] 0 0 0 |F.P. UNDER REVIEW
20053 [ALLENTON SANITARY DISTRICY 71 8E |JAS NOT SENT- NO ACTION
22101 JALMA, CITY OF MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER PLANT WC 1JS -] 0 \L] 8 [) 0 [] 0 | NO ACTION
21308 [ALMA CENTER, VILLAGE OF WC |MB 0 50 12 [) [ 0 0 0 | OAM-SEEPAGE BED MAINT.
23103 |ALMENA NW (PP 0 16 17 0 ¢ [ 0 0 |UPGRADE DISINFECTION FAC 4-30-92
00780 { ALMOND VILLAGE NC WA 0 80 12 ] [ 0 0 0 | FP BEING PREPARED
$0208 | ALPINE VALLEY ‘m_; INC SE |B28 40 2¢ 40 0 [} 0 0 § | ABANDON LATE ‘00
81077 | ALPINE VALLEY RESORT INC. (MUSIC-THEATER) 8€ |Bz8 [ 0 ¢ 0 0 0 [ ABANDON LATE ‘90
318681 | AMANI SANITARY DISTRICT NW | PP [ [) 32 0 0 [ 0 10 |UPGRADE INFLUENT FLOW MONIT. 12-31-80
00891 | AMERICAN Mls_t ASSEMBLY 30 |OJB | 0.1600 [) 0 M 0 [] 0 [} § | NO ACTION
0029t | AMERICAN MOBILE HOME COMMUNITIES 8E [JAS | 0.0008 41 [ [ 36 0 [} 0 [) 0 | NO ACTION
20327 mem_"m CORPORATION 8€ ]828 | 0.5000 L] [ 0 » [] 0 0 0 0 [ NO ACTION
20128 | AMERY SEWER @. NW (PP 0.8$700 3% 0 [ 13 0 20 ) 0 0 | ONR 0-30-80
23213 | AMHERST m‘mmm PLANT NC [WA 0.1400 (1] 0 16 4 0 30 [] 0 0 | NO ACTION
31747 | ANDERSON SANITARY DISTRICT #2 NW |CLO | 0.0600 47 ] [ (20 0 0 [] 10 8 | OPER CERT
22144 | ANTIGO,CITY OF NC |PH 2.4700 40 [} [ 20 0 0 20 0 0 |NO ACTION
23221 | APPLETON WASTE WATER mma‘!-w LM [MKC | 10.5000 o7 0 18 L] 20 10 ] 0 0 JCONST UNDERWAY
23230 | ARCADIA WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANT WC 1BE 0.7000 120 0 90 0 0 [ 0 [] 8§ | NO ACTION
60704 | ARENA VILLAGE 80 |JOS | 0.0800 3 [] $ 17 0 (] 0 0 0 | NO ACTION
22228 | ARQYLE WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANT 80 1JaS | 0.1000 (1] 0 18 38 0 10 0 [ 0 |NO ACTION
00232 | ARKANSAW SANITARY DISTRICT WC |P8 0.0440 108 o0 10 [] 0 ] 0 0 8 JONR-12-31-80
21812 | ARLINGTON STP 80 o8 0.0800 ” 80 1] 12 [] [] [ [ 0 [O8M REPLACEMENT FUND
31207 | ARPIN, VILLAGE OF NC |RRD | 0.0887 20 20 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 |NO ACTION
31909 | ARROWHEAD CAMPOROUND NG [WA | oo2e| o NOT SENT
31301 | ASHIPPUN SANITARY DISTRICT 80 [DVB | 0.0710 1604 0 100 18 [} [] [ (] § |OPER CERT
30787 | ASHLAND, CITY OF NWICLO | 1.0000 19 20 0 M 28 30 0 10 0 |NO ACTION
22308 | ATHENS BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT ___ WO |PH | o.i0s0] 0] o] o] e] o] o] o] o] o|[NoAcTion
22411 MUMM_E BSEWAGE TREATMENT FACLITY NC |RRD | 0.1200 3% [ 18 [ [] [ 0 0 0 |NO ACTION
23272 | AUGUSTA BEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT WO [T 0.3300 2% ] 8 20 .0 0 0 [ 0 |NO ACTION
31082 | AURORA SANITARY DISTRICT #1 LM [850 | 0.0400 138 0 20 14 ] [-] 0 0 0 ] Asration O&M
00161 | AVOCA, VILLAGE 80 |JO8 | 0.020 2 40 0 " 0 0 0 0 0 |GW MONITORING WELLS 12-31-80
80771 | BAGLEY SEWER AND VATER 80 jJOS | 0.4000 24 0 [ 14 0 0 0 0 8§ | OPER CERT,
20781 |BAILEYVS HARBOR YACHT CLUB, INC. LM |OWK] 0.0487 2 0 0 2 0 0 [ 0 0 |NO ACTION
26891 | BALOWAN STP we |Ps 0.2920 [ 40 0 8 0 10 [) (] 0 {NO ACTION
20048 | BALSAM LAKE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT NWIPHP | 0.1200 0 0 18 17 9 9 9 [] 0 | NO ACTION
31224 | BANGOR, VILL OF WO |BE 0.1008 10 0 0 10 ] 0 0 [ 0 |NO ACTION
20008 W SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 80 jJas | 2.1000 124 0 0 14 0 0 10 [ 0 | ER RECOMMENDED
20131 | BARNEVELD, mg 80 |JAS | 0.0000 o 16 0 27 (] 0 0 10 0 | NO ACTION
21687 | BARRON SEWAGE PLANT NW | PP 1.97% (] 0 60 1t 0 0 0 [ 0 | NO ACTION
29063 | BAYFIELD, CITY OF NWICLO | 0.2000 58 20 0 3% 0 [] 0 0 0 | REPLACEMENT FUND
20081 | BEAR CREEX VILLAGE LM [MKC] 0.09%0 2 (] [] 12 0 20 [] [ 0 | NO ACTION
23346 | BEAVER DAM WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 80 |DVO 3.8000 2 [] [] 8 [ 10 [] 0 0 | NO ACTION
23383 'aﬂm SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT SE [JAS 0.3800 30 18 [] [ 0 ) 0 [ 0 [ NO ACTION




WC | P8 1% 0 L] 0 0 0 0 9
8913 {WORLOWIDE CHURCH OF 000 NC WA ] 0.0800 2 0 L] 1" [J 0 0 [] 0 JOMM
22367 |WRIGHTSTOWN, TOWN OF 8. D. 12 LM jawx ]} p.0)00 L 0 b i) o 0 0 L] 0 | M-CONTROL CLEARWATER
22438 |WHIGHTSTOWN BANOISTNOY LM 1GWK | 0.0400 76 36 0 @ L] L] 9 9 Q@ {NO ACTION
22487 [WRIGHTETOWN SEWER & WATER UTRLITY LM lawx] 9.3000 18 0 0 1 0 g 0 0 0 {NO ACTION
00080 | WYOCENA VILLAGE OF 80 [O¥8 | 0.1220 fd 0 18 20 0 0 0 0 0 {NO ACTION
20831 [ YORKVILLE SEWER UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 SE {828 | 0.1500 n L] 9 12 0 0 0 10 0 | NO ACTION







TEXAS

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

In September 1985, the Texas Department of Water Resources was reorganized into two agencies:
the Texas Water Development Board and the Texas Water Commission. At this time, the Texas Water
Commission was charged with the responsibility of protecting water quality in Texas. The Texas legislature
instructed the Texas Water Commission to create two new programs. One, the Mandatory Enforcement
Hearing Program, is designed to identify permittees in non-compliance with their permit limits. The other,
the 75-90% Program, is designed to identify permittees with the potential to begin violating their permit
limits in the near future. The Texas Water Commission adopted the rule for the program, 31 Texas

Administrative Code Chapter 305 "Consolidated Permits,” on June 19, 1986 (Exhibit 1).

The objective of the 75-90% Program is to encourage permittees to plan and construct adequate
wastewater treatment capacity to meet existing and future needs. By ensuring that facilities have adequate
flow capacity, the probiem of hydraulic and organic overioads which affect wastewater treatment and

effluent quality can then be prevented.

PLANNING PROCESS

The Texas Water Commission planned its 75-90% Program as an expansion of ideas and programs
already in place in the State. For exampie, the rule which the Texas Water Commission adopted to
initiate the program is based on rules in place near Houston at the Lake Houston Watershed to protect
that source of drinking water from pollution from the rapid industrial growth the area experienced in the
1970’s. The Texas Water Commission decided to base its program on facility design flow because their
permit system already requires the facilities to submit their daily average flow to the Commission on a
monthly basis. The Texas Water Commission determined that the information generated by this

requirement could create an efficient and inexpensive early warning system to alent facilities of the need 10



plan for necessary expansion. Finally, the Texas Water Commission developed a tracking system to
determine which facilities exceed either 75% or 90% of their design flow. The tracking system was
developed by fine tuning existing computer programs for the mainframe database of self-reported flow

data.

The Texas Water Commission decided that compliance with the rule should be mandatory for all
permitted facilities so that all the facilities receive equal treatment. Currently only facilities which apply

for and receive a waiver are exempt from the rule’s requirements.

The Texas Water Commission encountered very few problems in planning and designing its 75-

90% Program.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

Because the program is an extension of existing programs, the Texas Water Commission did not
actively solicit the participation of the permitted facilities in program development. The regulated
facilities and the public had the opportunity to comment on the proposed rule in the standard comment

period.

75-90% PROGRAM DESIGN

The 75-90% Program is based on self-reported flow data submitted by permittees on a monthly
basis. A computer program identifies those municipal facilities that exceed 75% or 90% of the permitted
flow for three consecutive months. The resulting data is reviewed by the program coordinator who sends
computer-generated letters to facilities nearing their maximum permitted flow (Exhibit 2). Each letter
contains the flow data for the three months that exceed 75% or 90% of permitted flow, relevant excerpts
from the rule, an explanation of how to comply with the rule, and an explanation of who is eligible for a

waiver of the requirements and how to apply for one.



Although the Texas Water Commission acknowledges that the self-reported flow data may not be
entirely accurate, they believe that this program has actually improved the quality of data that the
Commission receives. For example, many of the facilities that have been issued a warning letter discover
that their flow meters are incorrectly calibrated. Once this type of problem is resoived, the facility is able
to report more accurate data to the Commission. The Texas Water Commission does not believe

intentional mis-reporting of data is a problem due to the existence of strong deterrents.

At 75% of permitted flow, the 75-90% Program requires a permittee to initiate engineering and
financial planning for expansion and/or upgrading of the facility. At 90% of the permitted flow, permitiees
are required to obtain necessary authorization from the Texas Water Commission to begin construction of
the planned expansion and/or upgrade. In both cases, the permittee must provide information about any
court, Texas Water Commission, or EPA order requiring expansion or upgrading of the present treatment
facilities which the facility is curreatly uader, along with projected dates for commencing construction.
Likewise, the permitiee must submit planning information and anticipated dates for construction if the
facility is pursuing any engineering and financial planning for expansion and/or upgrade on its own. At
90% of the permitted flow, the permittee must submit dates for any necessary permit applications in
addition to the requirements described above. In both cases, the permittee may be exempt from the

requirements if granted a waiver.

A facility may be granted a waiver of the requirements if the planned population to be served or
the quantity of waste produced is not expected 10 exceed the design limitations of the treatment facility. If
a facility chooses to apply for a waiver, it must submit an engineering report supporting its claim to the
executive director of the Texas Water Commission. An application for s waiver must include:

. the estimated perceatage of flow contributed by industrial, commercial, municipal, and residential

users;



° the projected 30-day average influent flow rate to the treatment plant at the permit expiration date
based on population projection, anticipated addition and/or withdrawal of industrial, commercial,

and/or municipal users over the duration of the permit;

. the 30-day average influent S-day Biochemical Oxygen Demand and Total Suspended Solids

concentration for each of the past 12 months;

. the number of unauthorized discharges (bypasses) from the sewage treatment plant for the past

year, their estimated quantity and duration, and the circumstances surrounding cach bypass;

J a schematic of the treatment plant showing its layout, including the dimensions and design

capacity of each treatment unit;

. the number of excursions for the past 24 months from the permitted parameters set forth in the
permit;

. the age of the collection system and treatment plant;

. any sewer system evaluation surveys (SSES) and/or infiltration and inflow (I/T) studies conducted
during the past five years; and

. any future plans for the expansion or rehabilitation and/or new construction including a timetable.

To be valid, the waiver must be in writing and signed by the director of the water quality division of the
Texas Water Commission. A waiver of the requiremeats of the 75-90% rule is reviewed upon the

expiration of the existing permit.



A response (o the warning letter is required within 90 days of the date of the letter. The program
coordinator tracks both the date of the initial letter and the response letter and cither ensures that a
wajver request contains the necessary information and is approved or denied, or tracks the milestone dates
indicated in the permittee’s response. If the program coordinator does not receive a response to the letter
within 90 days, a second notice letter is mailed and the permittee is given 30 days to respond. The
appropriate Texas Water Commission District Office is then notified if no response is received to a second
letter at a facility exceeding 75% of flow capacity. The District Office usually discusses this matter with
the permit holder at their next regularly scheduled district inspection. If a facility exceeding 90% of flow
capacity does not respond to a second letter, the permittee is referred to the enforcement unit with the
request that formal enforcement action be initiated based on failure 1o comply with the rule. The
enforcement unit may then call in the permittee for a meeting and place the facility under an order for

corrective action.

RESOURCE INFORMATION

The 75-90% Program required minimal new funding. The State provided the salary for one full
time employee who is responsible for tracking the facilities, sending the warning letters, and tracking the
responses. The current program coordinator bas approximately eight years of experience with the Texas
Water Commission and has speat approximately half of that time working in the Wastewater Enforcement

Section.

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

Since 1985, the Texas Water Commission has identified and notified at Jeast 357 permittees in
non-compliance with the rule. Of these 357 permittees, 46 are currently being tracked through a
previously issved enforcement order; 106 have complied with program requirements; and 205 are currently
being tracked in the 75-90% Program by the program coordinator. 49 of the 205 permitices being tracked

ip the prograar have requested & waiver, and the remaining 151 are in some stage of plant and/or



collection system planning or comstruction. Formal enforcement action has only been requested against
five permittees for failure to comply with the rule. The Texas Wzier Commission is very pleased with the

high rate of compliance from permit holders.

In the first year of the program an average of twenty letters per month were sent out 1o facilities
a1 90% of design flow capacity (Exhibit 3). This rate has since dropped 10 less than ten letters per month,
although recent severe weather and flooding are expected to increase the number of facilities near their
design flow capacity. This program is considered 10 be a success as a result of the decreasing number of

warning letters and the small number of requests for formal enforcement action.

For more information on the Texas 75-90% Program, contact:

Ms. Jeanifer Sidneil

Chief, Wastewater Enforcement Section
Texnms Water Commission

(512) 463-8207.



EXHIBIT 1



Excerpt from

31 Texas Administrative Code Chapter 305
"Consolidated Permits”

adopted by the Texas Water Commission June 19, 1986

$305.126. Additional Standard Parmit Conditions for Waste
Discharge Permits. Whensver flov measurements for any sswage
treatment facility in the stats reachas 75 percest of ths per-
mitted average dally flow for three consecutive moanths, the
pernittes must initiate sngineering and financial planning for
expansion and/or upgrading of the wastsvatar treatment and/or
collection facilities. Wheansver, tha average daily flow reaches
90 percent of the permitted averuge dalily flow for three consec-
utive months, the permittee shall cbtain necessary authorization
frex the Texas Yater Coammission to0 commence coastruction of the
necessary additional treatment and/or collection fasilities. 1In
the case ¢f a wvastewvater trsatment facility which rsaches 75
percent of the permitted average flov for three consecutive
months, and the planned population to De served or the quantity
of waste produced is not expectsd to excesed the dssigm limies-
tions of tha treatment faclility, the permittes will submit an
snginesring report supporting tils clalm to the exscutive direc-
tor. If in the judgmsnt of the executive director ths population
to be served vwill not causs permit nohoompliance, then the
requiremsnts of this section s wvaived. 70 be affective, any
waiver must be in writing and signed by the director of tha wvater
quality division of the Texas Vater Commission, and such waiver
of these reguirements will ds reviswed expiration of the
existing permit. Rowever, any such ver shall net be
interpreted as condoning Or excusing any vioclation of any permit

pacranster.



EXHIBIT 2



Letter Sent at 75% of Permitted Flow
TEXAS WATER COMMISSION

B. J. Wynne. Il Clormar John J. Vay, Geneep ¢..

R V)

John E. Birdwell. Ci-mmuasioner Michae! E. Field. Chior megragy 2,4~ --
Cliff Jonnson, . rm= semngs Brends W Foster. C-c- - ;-,-
Allen Bewmnie. Exvcstve Dorecar
April 23, 1990
Dear Parmittes:

Fallue to plan and construct adequats WVESTAWETRD TEMATDMt CAPACIty <0 meet
wmmmuaujwucmxmuwumc
overicads affecting wastmwatsr treatzart ad efflumt quality. The Twas Water
Commissicn (TWC), realizing this to be a mjor [reblem affecting permit compliance,
promilgatad rules which wvere felt to be necamsary in order to preserve ard pretec:
the quality of the stats Wter esources.

on Jue 19, 1988 the Toms Watar Cumission adoptad 31 Twas Aministrative Cxie
(TAC) Caaptar 305 entitiad "Cormolidated Purmits”. Section 308.126 states, in
inent pert gl

Parmit Muzber WQ0010396=002 Paxmittad Raportad
| 05/1989 0.400000 0.344000
06/1909 0.400000 0.445000



Pege 2

Fleass resdi the following Completely arxd then arwwer the appropria qQuest
concerniing your wastswatar tTTeatmant facilities. Mdywhﬂ!u:q-:::r:
p.ls.-a fesl frea to contact MS. Jan Sills of the Wastswater Mforomnant Section at
(512)475-2185. |

1. Are yau caurently under a Caxt, TWC or EPA Oxdar requiring
opad/\pgrade Your present trestnent facilities? yes/mo you w2

If you answered Yyes, please provide information inci jectad
. uding proj dates for
2. If yu answared re to question #1, are you at this time prmuing egineering

ard financial plaming for egansion ard/or wpgrading of the wvastewatar et
ard/or collection facilities? yes/me STmater

e. schmmatic of ths treatant plant showing its layout. This should also
include the dimemsicns ard design volupstric capecity of each treatment

it



Fege 3

<. mummt«mmumzmthnmitwm
set forth in the pemmit:

g. age of the collection systam and treatmant plant;

h. any sewer system evalustion srveys (SSES) and/or infiltration and inflow

(I/1) stxiies conductad during ths past five years: and
i, future plans for the eparsicry/rehabilitation ard/or construction of

new facilities including a tizetahle. ot any
Please sad your written rusponse t0 the astamter Enforoumant Section, Teas
Water Coamisgion, Attantion, Ms. Jan Sills, P. O. Box 13087, Capitol Station,
Astin, Twas 78711, ad to the appregriate District office, vithin 90 days after
the dats of this letter.

Sincerely,

Janifer Sidnell, Chief
Wasteswstar Enforommnt Section

water Quality Division
Py
e T™We 'Q.Mm



itted Flow

Jetter Sent at 9% of P
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VICPBSI €. Figid, T Moy -

Brenda W Fosier. 5 e C .

Chiff Johnegn. $ . ==wsimpe

Allgn Beinhe. Exvoune Direvior

Janary 18, 1990

Section 308

198¢ tha Toas Watar Cxmission adootad 31 Twas Adninistrarive cxie
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ium‘mmm&;uvuﬁ_

Bk _m

i

m. 8 Mw m

ﬂm,u
riiz]
AT
WumMn

m

W W ad

—— e

. 73300V

[~ Iy | [ P
750000 . 726000
750000 . 698000

Parmit NMuatber WQOOICZSI-00Z



Pleass read the following corpletaly ard then answar the SPFTSPTiate questions
conoerning your wastswatar trestment facilities. Should you have any questicons
Flease fesl fres to Cxtact Ms. Jan Sills of Wastswvater Inforomment Sectien at

(512)475-218S5.

If you answered yes, pleass provide Mkﬂm Projectad dates for
sutmitting any necessary pmrmit application ard dates for comencing construction
0 expard/upgrade yorr trestment facilities.

2. If you answered no to question #1, are you at this time pursuing engineer:ng
axd financial plaming for ogansicn and/or upgrading of the wastswater t-eatment
ard/cr collection facilities? yem/no

GeSRantl T v SRS, W THATESs e P e S i TiAld akiE
schedules £ ying wvith ths requiresant. culd you choose to sesk a wiver
Surun Pha veassiiveesewea of Shim mila WEE T PMSERYIYEY TA sswEmed DA Acum 3 Shaeese e
meewsl atisam tn e asmeed aw tha mwmmtitny af um rrervhwmad wil]l et sowae vevwmse
"-“' —— S SUE VEmR R ww - F_-‘ - hat o Y g el 4SS WERAARENS mb
nercorplianes. This repest include, a uinimm, ths followirg
1 mermatcd s o

b. projectsd 30~day sversge influmk flow rata to the treatmant plant at the
perwit epirstion date. This fimre to be bassd on, but not limitad to,

1]

. 3Wmmmwmmmm

[ Y



Paga 3

s. schamatic of the trestmant plant showing its layout. This should also
incluxde the dimensions ard design volumstric Capacity of sach trestment

unit;

f. nmumber ¢f exwrsicns for the past 24 months from the permittad parameters
set forth in the pemit:

g. agm of the Ollection system ard treatmant plant:

h. any sewer systam svaluation srveys (SSES) ard/or inflltration ard inflew
(I/1) studies conducted during the past five years: and

i. future plans for the epansicry/rehabilitation and/or construction of any
new facilities including a timetablae.

Flease sarxd your written respose ¢t© the Wastewatsr Enforoammtt Section,
Attantion: Ms. Jan Sills, Teas Wter Caission, P. O. Box 13087, Capitol
Station, Mmstin, mm,mwmmmuﬁa within 90
d-y:mﬂndnuctﬂdlhm

Sincerely,

Jamnifer Sidnell, Chief
Wastewvatar Enforcement Secticn
Water Quality Divisicn

™~
ec: TWe - SER, Houston
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COMBINED TOTAL OF 75-90% LETTERS MAILED
(By Month)

1 L] 1 L) ' |
DEC 'S JAN'SS VER W MAR 'S APR ‘8P MAY B0 JUN'S JUL 30 AUG 99 SEPF 89 OCT B9 NOV 99 DEC 89 JAN '90 FEB 96 MAR 90

== TOTAL = 75% — %0%



NEW MEXICO



The State of New Mexico, with assistance from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
has recently implemented a pilot program to assist communities with publicly owned treatment works
(POTWs) to stay in compliance with their pollution discharge permits. The pilot program is called
Improving Municipal Performances by Addressing Capacity (IMPAC) and was started at the end of 1989.
This case study will provide some insights into the process used to plan and coordinate the program, the
components of the program, and resources needed to implement the program.

PLANNING PROCESS

As the resuit of a2 number of factors, New Mexico had identified a major shortfail in availabie
financing for POTW needs in the years 1995-2000. During these years, nearly all of the POTWs in the
State will reach the end of their design lives. As POTWs reach this point, communities will be in need of
several hundred million dollars to upgrade these facilities. Construction grants from the Federal
government, which have been the principal source of funding for POTW construction, will be phased out

by then and State loan repayments will still be too small to make up the shortfall.

New Mexico’s Environmental Improvement Division (EID) and EPA began working together in

p a pilot program that would help avert this problem. EPA was aware of a pr

6eAll. LI /A 4y awdly Y

£ ieAMBEin tn v the dacian lifa nf DOYTWe ffnr farthar infarmatinn caa
1 % A SRTWARWE SBEVW wlbl‘ AV Wi & WA YYY ‘lvl AU SARWE LAAAWA SLAAR LAV ALy TV

Wisconsin’s case study). Using Wisconsin’s Compliance Mainienance program as a model, EID and EPA
developed New Mexico’s IMPAC program. At this time, the IMPAC program is a pilot program, and no

decision has been made yet on whether t0 make it a permanent program.

[es



The goals of IMPAC are to:

. protect the Federal, State, and local governments’ investment of approximately $450

million in the State's POTWs; and

. protect public health, and ground and surface water quality through assisting communities

with planning for long-term compliance with discharge permit requirements.

To achieve these goals, EID developed the following four objectives of the IMPAC program:

. identify facilities that are approaching their treatment capacity;

. initiate planning modifications or additions necessary to maintain compliance;

. increase the useful life of POTWs by identifying and correcting performance limiting
factors; and

. minimize municipal funds necessary 10 maintain POTW permit compliance.

The State did not need to seek new legislation for the program for a number of reasons. First,
IMPAC is only a pilot program. Second, the State did not need any new enforcement authority since
IMPAC is purely a voluntary program. Third, EID sees its role under the program as consistent with its

other missions.

A critical part of the planning process involved gathering officials from EID and EPA to develop

the State’s program. Staff from both agencies gathered to formulate a plan and develop the components



of IMPAC. EID’s Surface Water Quality Bureau assigned the lead role for formulating IMPAC to their
Wastewater Construction section. The Bureau Chief of this section gathered his staff as well as Bureau
Chiefs and staff from the Facility Operations section, which is responsible for providing techaical
assistance to communities, and the Surface Water Section, which is responsible for administering the
State’s NPDES program. The Wastewater Construction section also invited a representative of New
Mexico State University’s Utility Operator Training Program to participate. The Utility Operatar Training
Program provides on-site technical assistance to POTW operators at no charge, and is often requested by

EID to intervene in cases where the State feels its presence may exacerbate the situation.

These State officials, together with EPA regional staff, revised the questionnaire that Wisconsin
developed 10 identify the performance and operating condition of its POTWs (Exhibit J). New Mexico,
like Wisconsin, planned to use the questionnaire as an early warning system to gather information and
screen those POTWs most in need of assistance. State officials, with assistance from EPA, also developed
a schedule for implementing the program and planned a strategy to communicate the IMPAC program to

communities with POTWs.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

EID felt that an informal, personalized public outreach strategy was the best way to inform the
relatively few communities in the State with POTWs about the IMPAC program. The State organized a
one-day workshop on the program and held them in four scparate regions of the State to accommodate
community officials. The State seat out letters of invitations addressed to the mayors of approximately 75
communities urging them or the ity manager or public works director, along with their POTW’s chief
operator to attend one of the workshops. Along with the letter of invitation, EID also sent the IMPAC

questionnaire soliciting performance and operation information on the community’s POTW.



In addition to inviting community officials, EID also invited the Municipal League, an association
that represents the communitics in the State, to the workshop. This was done in an effort to gather the
League’s support for IMPAC and to use its influence with the communities to encourage their
participation with the program. EID also disseminated information about IMPAC and the workshops
through New Mexico State University’s Utility Operator Training Program’s newsletter in an effort to

further target plant operators and elected community officials.

Since participation in the IMPAC program as well as the workshop is voluntary, the State
encouraged attendance at the workshops by informing community officials in their invitation letters that all
municipal officials that attend the workshop will receive, free of charge, a set of POTW operations
manuals valued at over $100. EID also followed up the letters of invitation with phone calls to those
communities that had not yet responded. EID made a point to inform communities that information
obuained from the questionnaire would not be used in any new enforcement actions that would not have
been taken without that information. This was done to calm any fears that may have kept community

officials from attending the workshops.

At the workshops EID and EPA explained the goals and the expected results of the IMPAC
program and discussed the successes of the Wisconsin program. EID and EPA then facilitated a
discussion period which allowed the community officials 10 ask questions and give feedback. After the
general presentations, EID walked the community officials through each step of the questionnaire. The
commuaity officials were asked to bring the necessary information with them to complete the
questionnaire, but EID also had its data bases available to provide any missing information. The

workshop then continued as long as community officials sought assistance in completing the questionnaire.



IMPAC PROGRAM DESIGN
As mentioned above, the IMPAC Program is a voluatary program for municipalities. The State
cannot force commuaities to submit any additional information on the performance of their POTWs. EID

uses the voluntary aspect of the program as a selling point, encouraging community participation without

Ine'y et | st ad e SSo e FEERRENRSY) Pl stapals Trasisviuas

the threat of retribution. EID is confident that its longstanding and intimate knowledge of all the

POTWSs’ operations will compensate for the lack of mandatory participation in the program.

The major component of the program is the questionnaire distributed to communities (Exhibit I).

The questionnaire acts as an early warning system, gathering information from communisty officials on

performance trends and the physical conditions of their POTWs. The purpose of the questionnaire is to

provide EID with readily retrievable data, in a centralized data source, on a variety of indicators of

conditions at POTWSs. These indicators cover a number of items including:

. monthly figures on influent flows and BOD loadings;

. effluent quality (e.g., mg1 of nitrate-nitrogen);

. age of the POTWs and type of treatment method;

. number of sewerage system bypasses;

. tindge management plans and treatment capacity,

. development pressures in the community,

. operator training and centification;



. financial status; and

. subjective questions on POTWs’ conditions and plans for improvements.

The State asks POTW officials through the questionnaire to compare their data on influent flow
and BOD loadings to the levels the plant was designed to handle and to compare their effluent quality
data to the limits specified in the plants’ discharge permits. The questionnaire generates point totals for
the number of exceedances of these indicators as well as point totals for responses to the other indicator
questions. Generally, POTWs with higher overall point totals have more serious performance and
operation problems than POTWSs with lower points. EID uses the point totals and other data obtained

from the questionnaire to identify commuanities with POTWs that need special attention.

The State borrowed many of the indicators that it uses in the questionnaire from Wisconsin's
Compliance Maintenance program. EPA encouraged the State to use Wisconsin’s indicators where
appropriate. The State concurred, feeling that these indicators provided the best representation of the
engineering and financial performance of POTWSs. The State also used the effluent quality indicators since
these track with the water quality indicators used in the discharge permits. This allows the State to
incorporate POTWS’ compliance records into the screening process. EID revised some indicators from
Wisconsin’s questionnaire based on conditions specific to New Mexico, and also debated and changed the

relative weighting that various indicators have on the overall point total.

The same EID and EPA staff members that were invoived with planning the IMPAC program aiso
reviewed the compieted questionnaires. In selecting the communities for follow-up assistance, State
officials used point totals on the gquestionnaire as well as their own best professional judgment. This was
necessary because the review panel found that many of the communities with the highest point totals were

currently addressing their problems and would have the situation corrected in less than a year. Therefore,



in addition to a high point total on the questionnaire, the panel added criteria that considered whether
communities were already under an enforcement action or if they were currently seeking construction
loans. Since the IMPAC program is a piiot study, the State also developed criteria that communities
selected for further assistance must be representative of other communities and that State assistance will

be iargcted where it will produce the greatest benefits.

Based on this criteria, the State and EPA are working with four of the approximately 40
communities that returned questionnaires to help them improve the performance and operation of their
POTWs. The State notified these communities with a summary of the data received from the IMPAC
questionnaire as well as a letter informing the community of the problems with their POTW. EID and
EPA personnel met with officials of these four communities, toured the POTWs, and discussed what
assistance the community wanted. State assistance will be customized to the specific set of circumstances
at a POTW. Assistance can vary widely, ranging from additional operator training, to the development of
better diagnostic tests to improve plant operating efficiency, to overseeing equipment replacement or
facility expansion. State assistance could also involve the financial operations of the facility including help
with restructuring user rates, establishing equipment replacement funds, or establishing debt service funds.
For those communities that the State did not identify as having potential compliance problems, the State
sent a summary of the data from the IMPAC questionnaire and a letter confirming their POTW’s

satisfactory performance.

COMPLEMENTARY PROGRAMS

The IMPAC program is drawing oo a number of other programs important to the goals of IMPAC
that existed prior to the inception of this pilot program. For example, New Mexico offers as well as
coordinates technical assistance for POTW operators. Much of this technical assistance is provided by
New Mexico State University’s Utility Operator Training Program which is funded through the University.
The State’s Surface Water Quality Bureaw’s Facility Operations section slso provides technical assistance



through funds available from Sections 106 and 104(g) of the Clean Water Act. Communities can contact
either the State or New Mexico State University for assistance or the State may contact a community

directly.

Another program that IMPAC is drawing on is the POTW operator training and certification

program. New Mexico State law requires POTW operators to receive training and pass certificatio

[ S~ I h

examinations. The Surface Water Quality Bureau’s Municipal Facilities section, in conjunction with t

sociation and New Mexico State University’s Utility Operator Training Program,
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muuumg POTW Operators. The State has the lumomy under both the Cican Water Act and its FO“M

water program o initiate enforcement actions against dischargers who vioiate their permit limits.

RESOURCE INFORMATION
Money 1o finance the New Mexico IMPAC program comes mostly from grants to the State under
the Clean Water Act. Staff time is financed through a few different sources including funds for the

sdministration of construction grants under Section 205(g) of the Clean Water Act, funds for surface water



activities under Section 106, and funds from the State revolving fund. The State also provides its own

funds, matching the Section 106 grants.

State officials estimated that it would take personnel resources equivalent to approximately 1 full
time employee to pian and administer the IMPAC program for the first year. Planning the program
required the time of five staff members for 13 full days, plus approximately 25 percent of the time of one

other staff person.

The expertise of the staff members required to plan and administer the IMPAC program covered a
variety of disciplines. Personnel included staff members from the enforcement section, the wastewater
treatment operations section, the construction grants section, a sanitary engineer, a technical assistance

specialist from a district office, and a Bureau Chief to coordinate the State's efforts.

The State currently provides these resources by diverting personnel away from their normal
responsibilities. The State is considering, however, hiring a2 new staff member dedicated solely to IMPAC
if this pilot program is made a permanent program. This IMPAC Coordinator would be responsible for
the day-to-day administration of the program. He or she would coordinate the State’s technical assistance
activities for those communities whose POTWs were singled out by the program. The State is aiso
considering administering the community questionnaire once a year. If that is the case, the IMPAC

Coordinator would also be responsible for disseminating, collecting, and reviewing these questionnaires.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
State officials manipulated the data collected from the returned questionnaires by hand to identify
which POTWs needed further assistance. Given the fact that the IMPAC program is 8 pilot study and that

the data received were relatively limited, State officials saw no need 10 develop a data base management



system. Officials are still considering whether to develop this program into a permanent program. If they
decide 10 make IMPAC a permanent program, officials will reevaluate the need for a data base

management system at that time.

For more information on New Mexico’s IMPAC Program, contact:

Ms. Kathy Sisneros

Chief, Surface Water Quality Bureau
Environmental Improvement Division
State of New Mexico

505-827-2792
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! MUNICIPAL WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM

Improving Municipal Performance by Addressing Capacity

| |
| NEW MEXICO IMPAC QUESTIONNAIRE |

SUBMITTED BY :

MUNICIPALITY : ‘;

- e o~ - -

CONTACT PERSON : i

TELEPHONE # : .

CHIEF OPERATOR :

NAME

TELEPHONE §# :

DATE : -

NOVEMEER 1989



New Mexico I[MPAC Questionnaire

*Improving Municipal Pe~fomance by Addressing Capacity

Part 1. INFLUENT LOADINGS/FLOW

A. List the average monthly volumet=ic flows and BODg ioadings received at your facility
during the last calendar year.

Col, 2 €ol, 3
Col, 1 Average Monthly Estimatea Averac
Ave~age Monthly Influent 800g Inflyent Loag:-
Influent Flow concentrations R0Dg loacings
Month {MGD) (mg/1) (poungs pe~ cav
1688 July
August
Septamber
Octoder
November
Decambe”

1989 January

February

Masch
April
May

June

e gstimated B00g loading s AVG Monthly Flow (MGD) x AVG Monthnly BODs concentration
(in mg/1) x 8.34,

NOTE: IMPAC is based on a program developed by the Wisconsin Department of Natu~al Resourc



C.

E.

G.

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 1

2

List the average design “iow and ave-~2ge B0Dg loadings for your facility :n tne olar
below., If you are not aware of these design quantities, refe” to your 0N manual.

Average Design Flow Average Design 80Dg L=
{MGD) {Pounas per gay}

Design C~iteria:

90% of the Design Criteria:

How many times did the monthly flow (Col. 1) to the WWTP exceed 90% design *1ow?
{Circle the appropriate number)

0-4 = 0 points; 5 o~ more = 5 points

How many times did the monthly flow (Col. 1) to the WWTP exceed the design flow?
(Circle the appropriate number)

0 = 0 points; 1-2 = 5§ points; 3-4 s 10 points;
£ or more = 15 points

How many times did the monthly BNDg loading (Col. 3) to the WWTP exceed 90% of the
gesign lcading? {Circle the appropriate number)

0-1 = 0 points; 2-8# = 5 points; 5 or more = 10 points

How many times did the monthly B0Ds loading (Col. 3) to the WWTP exceea the design
1o0ading? (Circle the appropriate numdber)

0 = Q0 points; 1 = 10 points; 2 = 20 points;
3 = 30 points; 4 = 40 points; 5 or mo=~e = S0 points

Add together eact point value you circled for C through ¥ and place the sum in
the dlank below,

C points =

D points =

E points =

F points =

—

Enter this value on the point calculation table on the last page.



Part 2: EFFLUENT QUALITY/PLANT PERFORMANCE

A,

1988

1989

for the permitted parameters, 1ist the average monthly effluent concent~ation ang
loading produced by your facility during the last calendar year. Disrega~g any csiume
which are not aoplicable to your permit, C(Circle whetner you are measuring ammon:a
nit-ogen (NH3-N) o= nitrate nitrogen (NO3-N),

1) Concentration
Month NH3=N Total Fecal

800g TSS o= NOq-N Phosphorus Coliform
(mg/1) (mg/1) (mg/1) {mg/1) {Count/100m)) oH hIS

July

August

Sept ember

October

November

Decemper —

January —

February

March

April

May

June




1988

1989

2. Loading

Month

dthe~

September

October

Novembper

December

January

February

March

April

May

June




R. List the monthly average permit limits for the facility in the blanks delow.
C(Z:éc\e)uhether your permit 1ists ammonia nit~ogen (NH3-N) o= nit~ate nit=pgen
3-N).

1. Concentration

NH3=N Total
Fecal 80Dg 7SS or Nf3-N Phospnosus  Othe
Coliform (mg/1) (mg/1) (mg/1) (mg/1) lis
(count/100 ml)
Permit Limit:
90% of the Pemmit
Limit:
2. Loading
Nl;aon Total Other
800¢g 7SS or NOq-N Phospnorus
(1bs/day) (1bs/day) (1bs/day) (1bs/day) (1ist)

Permit Limit:

90% of the Pe~mit
Limic:

C. How many months aid the effluent 800? concentration (mg/1) ar loading (1bs/day) exce:
G0% of permit limits? (Circle the appropriate numoer)

0-1 = 0 points; 2 = 10 points; 3 s 20 points; 4 = 30 points
S or more = 40 points

0. How many months did the effluent B0Dsg concentration (mg/1) ar loading (1hs/day)
exceed perwit limits? {Circle the appropriate numder,

0 =0 points; -2 = § points; 3 or more = 30 points

E. How many months did the effluent TSS concentration (mg/1) or loadina (1bs/day)
exceed 90% of the perwit limits? (Circle the ppropriste numder)

0-1 = 0 points; 2 » 10 points; 3 = 20 points; 4 - 30 paints;
5 or more * 40 points

F. How many months did the effluent TSS concentration (mg/1) or loading (1ds/day)
exceed perwmit |imits? (Circle the appropriate

0 = 0 points; 1-2 = 5 points; 3 or more » 30 points



Je

K.

L.

How many months did the effluent Ammonia-Nitrogen o~ Nitrate Nit=ogen conceng~az:=r
{mg/1) o loading (1bs/day) exceed 0% of the pemit limits? (Circle sme
appropriate number) I

0-1 = 0 points; 2 = 10 points; 3 = 20 points; $ = 10 poincs
S or more = 40 points

" How many months _:d the effluent Ammonias-Nit-ogen o~ Nit-ate-Nit-ogen limit excesa

permit limits? {Circle the appropriate number)
0 s 0 points; 1«2 = § points: 3 or more = 30 points

How many months did the effluent fecal coliform concantration excees 90% of the
pemit limits? (Circle the appropriats number)

0«1 = 0 points; 2 » 10 points; 3 = 20 points; 4 = 30 points
5 o~ more = 40 points

How many months did the effluent facal coliform concentration exceed pemmit
timits? {Circle the appropriats numpe=)

0 = Q points; 1«2 = 5 points; 3 or more = 10 points

How many months did the efflyent Phosphorus concentration (mg/)} or loading
{1bs/day) exceed 90% of the pemit limits? (Circle the appropriate number)

0-1 = 0 points; 2 = 10 points; 3 = 20 points; 4 = 30 points
5 or mo~e = 40 points

How many months did the effluent Phosphorus concentration (mg/1) or loading {1ds/cay
exceed permit limits? {Circle the appropriate number)

0 = 0 points; 1«2 = § points; 3 or more = 30 points

Add each point value circled for C through L and place in the blank below,

C points = G points = X points =
D points = Y points = L points =
E points = I points =
F points = J points »

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 2 ! ‘

Enter this value on the point calculation tadble on the last page.



Part 3: AGE OF THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES

A, What year was the wastewater treatment plant const-ucted or last major expansion to

increase the hyd=aulic capacity of the plant completed.

1989 - (Answer to A,) = Age in years
1989 - . Years
Enter Age in Part C., below,

8. Check the type of treatment facility that is employed:

Factor
Mechanical Treatment Plant 2.0
Aerated Lagoon 1.5
Stabitization Pond 1.0
Other ( Sptcify! —_l;_o—

C. Multiply the factor listes next to the type of the facility your community employs
by the age of your facility to determine the total point value of Part 3:

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 3 = x
[Factor) (Age) =

Enter this valus or 40, which ever is less, on the point calcuiation table on the
last page.



Pas~t 4: RYPASSING FROM TRIRUTARY SEWERAGE SYSTEM(S)

A,

8.

D.

E.

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 4

How many times in the last yea~ was there a Dypass 0~ ove~flow of unt=eated was? 2w
eitnes at the t-eatment plant o~ within the collection system due tn neavy -a:n o-
snowmelt? (Circle One)

0 = 0 points 1 = 5 points; 2 = 10 points; 3 =15 pgints:
4 = 30 points 5 or mo~e = 50 points

Specify now many of the bypasses o- overflows we~e within the collection system =-
t=gatment plant,

Collection System Treatment Plant

How many days in the last yea~ was there 3 bypass or overflow of untreated wastewat:
due to equipment failure eithar at the t=eatment plant o~ due t0 pump problems in -
collectinn svsrem? (Circle One)

0 = points; 1 = § points; 2 = 10 points; 3 =15 points
4 = 30 points; S or more = 50 gaints

Specify how many of the bypasses or overflows were within the collection systam o-
at the treatment plant.

Collection systam T=eatment plant

Spectfy whether the bypasses came from the city or village sewer system o- f-om
cont~act o~ tributary communities/sanitary dist=icts, etc.

Enter this vaiue on the point calculation table on the last page.



PART 5: ULTIMATE DISPOSITION OF SLUDGE

A, What is final disposition of sludge f-om your t-~eatment plant?

1f sludge is not land applied, go to Part 6,
8, [f land applied, is there plant cover on the site?

Yes (Complete gquestion C.)

Na (Complete question 0.)

C. What type of cover is on the site?
Crops consumed by animals whose products are consumed by humans,
(Complete Ouestion D.)

Crops that are disectly consumed by humans,
{Complete Question E.)

Neither dirsctly nor indirectly consumed by humans,
(Complete Quastion D.)

D. Does your trestment plant have the campability of meeting the sludge disposal r~equi-e
ments of 40 CFR Part 257 Appendix Il for providing Processes to Significantly Reauce
Pathogens (PSRP)?

¥€Sccocsssesl n*ﬂt,
__”ooooooooo” potnts

what process is used?

Go to question F,



ig

£. Does your t-ratment slant have the capadbility nf meeting tne slyudge aisnosal
cequirements of 40 CFR Part 257 Appendix [1 for providing Peocasses tg Fy-=-
Reduce Pathogens (PFRP)?
YQS.'Q‘O#.O..'C.QQ pﬁiﬂts

NOOO‘Q.‘QQ.QQOOQQSG pciﬂts

What process is used?

F. Does tne site have 2 Groundwater Discharge Pemit?
Ygs...t#t..l‘lttio Points

ﬁo.'l"...“...“sﬁ ?Oiﬂtg

T 3

TSTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART § !

I

Enter this value on the point calculation table on the last page.
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PART 65: LANDFILLING OF SLUDGE

A, Does your facility have access to sufficient land disposal sites for:
(Ci=cle the appropriate point total)

3 o~ more years s (0 points
24.35 months = 10 points
12.23 months = 20 points
6-12 months s 30 points
less than 6 months = 50 points

B. If disposal hy a landfill, is the landfil]l ~egistered and has a Groundwater Qischarce
Plan been submitted?

YeSeeoeea.0 points
NOeesoses50 points

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 6

Ente~ this value on the point calculation table on the last page.
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Part 7:  NEW DEVELOPMENT

A,

B.

c.

D.

TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 7

Please provide the following information for the total of all sewes line extensions
which were installed during the last calendar year. -

Design Populattion: Design Flow: MGD Nesign BODg:

Has an industc~y (or other development) moved into the community o> expanded produc:
in the past year, such that either flow or pollutant loadings to the sewerge system
were significantly increased (10-20%)? (Circle One)

No = 0 points; Yes = 15 points
Is there any major development (industrial, commercial, or residential) anticipated
in the next 2-3 years, such that either flow o~ pollutant loadings to the sewerage
system could significantly increase (Circle One)

No = 0 points; Yes = 15 points

Add the point values circled in B and C and enter the sum below,

Enter this value on the point calculation table on the last page.
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PART B: OPERATOR CERTIFICATION AND TRAINING

(Reference:  New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission Regulation as
anended November 25, 1988, Par~t 3, Section 4-207.)

A, Responsible person-inecharge of operation per snift,

SHIFT:
NAME : TELEPHONE #:
CERTIFICATION #: : LEVEL:

LEVEL OF CERTIFICATION REQUIRED
SHIFT:
NAME : TELEPNONE #:
CERTIFICATION #: LEVEL

LEVEL OF CERTIFICATION REQUIRED
SHIFT:
NANE : TELEPHONE #:
CERTIFICATION #: LEVEL

LEVEL OF CERTIFICATION REQUIRED

B. Operations and Maintenance Staff,
TRAINING

CERTIFICATION CREDITS ¢
NAME : TITLE: LEVEL & NUMBER 36 MONTHS
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C. Staffing identified in O&M Manual,
TYPE/TITLE: NUMBER OF EACH

TOTAL

COMMENTS:

D. Points detemination for operator certification and t~aining.
Circle the appropriate point totals below.
a, Certification leve! for =esponsible persons in charge:
Meets or exceeds -~equired level, = 0
Below requi~ed level, = 30
b. Training crecits for last 36 months:
All staff has > 30 credits =0

Some staff < 30 credits
but all sta”f has > 10 credits .15

One or more staff h.- < 10 points = 30
c. Staffing for wastewater trsatment systam:

E~uals or exceeds O8M Manual recommendations s 0
No 08 Mamual = 30
Less Than JUad Manual recommendation = 60

d. TOTAL POINT VALUE FOR PART 8

Enter thts value on the point calculation table on the last page.
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PART 9. FINANCIAL STATHS

A, List your annual 0&M costs, replacement costs, dsbt service costs, training costs.
and ~evenue fo~ wastewater and dedt se~vice,

Annual Codt

0&M: s

Replacement: S

Debt Service:

Training:

S
$
Wastewate~ Revenus: s
S

Debt Service Revenue:

B. Are the funds for wastewster treatment facilities separate from other community

funds? If no, explain,

C. Are 211 users or user classes charged based on the proporticnate share?

{(Circle One) Yes No

If not, why not?

D. Are the equipment replacement funds in a segregated account? (Circle One) Yes e

{Equipment ~eplacement, such as motors, pumps bearings etc., for the useful life
of the treatmant facility),

Equipment Replacement Fund

Beginning Balance: $ Date:
Additions: + $

Disbursements: - $

Ending Balance: § Date:

) 4 1
. Wnhat financial resources do you have availadle to ody for your wastewater :mprovemen
: ~sconstuction needs? (excluding routine maintenance rep! acament mentioned in D

above)
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PART 10:

SUBJECTIVE EVALUATIO!

A,

0.

E.

Jesc~ibe briefly the physical and structural conditions of the treatment facilic:es

Desc"bo the conditions of the co!
\loIo age of sewercs, 1o mavdans

-y amab
> ®

ct
n

iz

l"lll .b iy

on/con v‘leyanco system including lifr stations
ry r.J
L 1 ¥ W)

X
2
[}
i
w
!P
3
1
&
("]
)
o
“
]
iv
antbe
|
u
1
<
i
3
[
[
[ o]
9
("]
[ a4
b 4
a
gi
2

b= 1}
L
&
—-—
[ ]
<
N
[
b
w
2]

What was the theoretical des.,: life of the plant and what 4o you believe is the

~emaining useful 1ife of the wastewater treogtment facilities?

What prodlems, if any, have been

collection or treatment of wastewater

experienced over the last year that have threatened




G.

He

I.

Je

K.

L.
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Is your community presently involved in formal planning for t-eatment facility

upgrading? If yes, describe:

How many times in the 1ast year were there overflow o~ backups at any point in the
collection system for any reason, except clogging of the service late~al connection?

Times

Does your treatment system have a written operation and maintenance program including
2 prevent ive maintenance program on major equipment items and sewer collection

systam? (Circle one) Yes. No. I[f yes, describe:

Does this preventive maintenance program depict frequency of intervals, types of
tubrication, types of ~epai~ and other preventive maintenance tasks necessary for

each piece of equipment or esach section of sswer? (Ci~cle one) Yes No

Are these preventive maintenance tasks, 2s well as equipment prodlems, deing
~ecorded and filed so future matntenance problams can be assessed properly?

(Circle one) Yes No
How many times has the operator-in-charge attended the State of New Mexico
certification exam sessions in the last two years? times

What portion of the continuing education expenses of the operator-in-charge were paid
by the operator?
%

for by the permittee (municipality) ?
What percentage of the wastewater budget is dedicated for training?
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M, [s the~e a written policy encouraging continuing education ang training fo- wastewar
t~eatment plant employees? (Circle One) Yes No

Explain Policy:

N, Describe any major ~epai=s or mechanical equipment ~eplacement that you made :n %nhe
last year and include the approximate cost for those r~epairs. Do not include majo-

t-eatment plant constmuction or upgrading program,

0. Any additional comments? (Attach additfonal sheets if necessary.)
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POINT CALCULATION TABLE

Fi1l in the Yalues from pa~ts 1 through 8 in the column below. Add the numpe=s
in the left column to determine the IMPAC point total that the wastewater systam
nas generated for the previous calendar year,

Actual Values Maximum Possible
Part ! points 80 points
Part 2 potnts 350 points
Part 3 points 40 points
Part 4 points 100 points
Part S potints 150 points
Part § points 100 points
Part 7 points 30 points
Part 8 points 120 points

TOTAL ‘ l points 970 points



